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ABSTRACT
Da Silva, Mirella Gomes. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. August, 2019. Wiki-Based
Collaborative Writing in ESL Classrooms: A Study on Teachers’ and Students’
Perspectives and Attitudes. Major Professor: Emily A. Thrush, Ph.D.
Computer-mediated collaborative writing has drawn attention from second
language researchers and instructors for a few decades, and due to recent developments in
Web 2.0 technologies, the possibilities of wikis for collaborative writing have increased
enormously. However, few studies have explored the nature of wiki collaboration and
interaction, especially with small group writing activities using wikis. This study
investigated how intermediate-level international ESL students at an urban U.S. MidSouth university interacted within the wiki-based collaborative writing platform
Pbworks.com. Students’ and instructors’ perspectives toward the integration of wikis in
writing assignments was the main focus. Sixty-four students, grouped into twenty-five
groups of three, were asked to collaboratively write different paragraphs on the wiki
page.
The data were collected over 16 weeks, and it was composed of a pre-survey
questionnaire, wiki records, a post-survey questionnaire, and individual interviews. Preand post-survey questionnaires were administered using an online survey website to
collect students’ opinions, and individual interviews with volunteer students and
instructors were conducted at the end of the study. A password-protected class wiki was
set up to help students collaborate on the writing prompts. Upon consulting with each
instructor, the researcher created the writing prompts and posted them online.
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The results revealed that the majority of students hold positive attitudes toward
wiki-based collaborative writing. Students list collaboration, typing practice, and
flexibility as the main reasons for such opinions. Another interesting finding indicated
that students construct written texts via wikis through three basic strategies. The first one
is by typing the assignment elsewhere, then copying and pasting it into the wiki page, the
second one is by writing it under the Comments section, thus preventing anyone else from
editing content. And last, but not least, by working on the wiki platform. Unlike any other
study, this study addresses and discusses the frequent occurrences of the aforementioned
anomalies created by more than half of the twenty-five groups, and possible solutions to
such occurrences.
This study bridged the gap in computer-mediated collaborative writing research,
and also shed new light on the challenges of introducing networked writing pedagogy in
the IEP context.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Computer-mediated collaborative writing has drawn attention from second
language researchers and instructors for a few decades, and due to recent developments in
Web 2.0 technologies, the possibilities of wikis for collaborative writing have increased
enormously. However, few studies have explored the nature of wiki collaboration and
interaction, especially with small group writing activities using wikis.
Collaborative writing is a singular text or activity in which interactions and shared
decision-making occurs in all stages of the writing process, and all writers share the
ownership of the texts produced (Ede and Lunsford, 1990). Storch (2013) explained the
collaborative process as “one where participants work together and interact throughout
the writing process, contributing to the planning, generation of ideas, deliberations about
the text structure, editing and revision” (p. 2). Storch’s words validate the argument
proposed by sociocultural theory, which supports collaborative writing practices (Storch,
2005, 2013), by defining the act of learning as a socially situated activity, emphasizing
interaction and peer collaboration in L2 development.
Collaborative writing has been increasingly implemented in L2 classes because it
is inherently an instructional activity that generates interaction throughout the writing
process. In Intensive English Programs (IEP) courses in the U.S., collaborative writing
projects have become an important task activity, and its effect on the writing process are
strongly supported by both L1 and L2 scholars (Li, 2014).
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In the last decade, the growing accessibility and implementation of ComputerMediated Communication (CMC) technologies, has pushed collaborative writing in the
online mode takes into new direction (Kessler, Bikowski, & Boggs, 2012; Storch, 2011,
2013): the wiki – seen as a clever channel for group writing due to its collaborative nature
(Godwin-Jones, 2003). Additionally, wikis are normally implemented in a group project
over a period of time outside the language classroom; therefore Storch (2012) believes
wiki writing “represents a more authentic collaborative writing activity than dyadic faceto-face writing tasks” (p.122).
Empirical examinations on how wikis can facilitate student interaction and
collaboration in ESL writing can greatly contribute to the current body of collaborative
writing research. Consequently, this study focuses on wikis and collaborative writing for
several reasons. First, current studies in both L1 and L2 contexts confirm the
effectiveness of wikis in collaborative writing (Alghammas, 2016; Li, 2014); second,
very little research has been carried out on writing in wiki-based platforms in IEP
programs in the USA. While Alghammas’s (2016) and Li’s (2014) studies focused on the
edition practices of each group writing collaboratively on the wikis, this study shines
light on the various abnormalities created by participants and their attitudes and
perceptions towards the wiki-based activities. More importantly, teachers’ perceptions
and attitudes towards collaborative writing and wikis are also explored, unlike any other
study. The following sections give additional details about this study.
Statement of the Problem
Over the past two decades the bulk of research on collaboration in L2 writing has
addressed mostly peer review, where students provide feedback on each other’s writing
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after it has been finalized (e.g. Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Nelson & Carson, 1998; Zhu,
2001). Collaborative writing in which students cooperatively compose written texts has
been much less investigated (Li & Kim, 2016; Storch, 2011). Remarkably, the nature of
collaborative writing processes not been explored often (Kessler et al., 2012; Storch,
2005). New technologies such as wikis, however, provide researchers and educators with
a window into the L2 collaborative writing process, and the possibilities of technology
usage for collaborative writing activities (Alghammas, 2016; Kessler et al., 2012; Li &
Zhu, 2013).
Recent literature has revealed several advantages of using wikis in L2 writing.
Generally, the wiki eases the collaborative process, facilitates interaction, and supports
writing development (Lee, 2010; Li, 2012; Lundin, 2008). Specifically, wikis allow
students to write at their own time and pace (Colomb & Simutis, 1996), therefore
overcoming time and location conflicts during the writing process. Studies confirm that
wiki-based collaborative writing allows students to gain more perspectives of writing
topics (Alghammas, 2016; Li & Zhu, 2013; Lund, 2008) and develop better texts in terms
of content, structure, and grammar (Chao & Lo, 2011; Lee, 2010). Wikis are perceived
by students to be fun and interesting tools to share knowledge (Chao & Lo, 2011; Ducate,
Anderson, & Moreno, 2011; Li, 2012; Lund, 2008), as well as motivating for learning
(Chao & Lo, 2011; Lee, 2010; Woo et al., 2011).
Collaborative writing and wikis have been somewhat explored in L1 and L2,
however, much research gap still remains (Li & Kim, 2016). Studies that explore the
nature of the collaborative writing process and how students collaborate in specific
writing tasks are still hardly explored (Kessler, et al., 2012). More specifically, there is
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little investigation towards collaborative writing in which students jointly complete
specific written tasks (Storch, 2011). Consequently, using wiki-based collaborative
writing in an IEP program, and reporting on the results of such activities, will help bridge
the gap in the literature, and give a better idea about the way students interact in
collaborative writing activities. In addition, there have not been any studies analyzing
instructors’ attitudes, perceptions and acceptance of wikis and collaborative writing in the
ESL environment, which is also one of the research questions in this study.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to explore and analyze small group interactions in
wiki-based collaborative writing in the IEP context. The participants were placed in small
groups of three, and worked together on three collaborative writing tasks, i.e., summary
and response paragraphs, summary paragraph, and a process paragraph, using a
PBworks.com page. Each group was assigned a specific tab where they discussed and coconstructed both writing tasks by using wiki “Edit,” and “Discussion,” functions.
Collaborative writing in this study is specifically defined as “the joint production
or the coauthoring of a text” (Storch, 2011, p. 275), and in this case, by three writers
throughout one or two wiki writing tasks. Twenty-five small groups and their interactions
were examined in order to explore the ways in which students engaged with and coconstructed writing using wikis, the factors mediating their small group interactions, their
communication strategies, and students’ reflections about the wiki-based collaborative
writing activities. Three teachers were interviewed at the end of the semester in order to
better understand their ideas and perceptions, and their acceptance of the wiki-based
collaboration within their classes.

4

A mixed-method approach was adopted to reveal a comprehensive picture of ESL
students’ collaborative writing in small groups using wikis in the IEP context. This study
to aims to explore ESL students’ and instructors’ perspectives toward combining wikis
and writing activities, working collaboratively, and why they hold such perspectives.
Research Questions
The following seven research questions guided this study:
1. What patterns of group interaction are present when small groups of ESL
students work on wiki-based collaborative writing?
2. How do students negotiate writing tasks and engage with each other via
wikis?
3. How do students construct written texts via wikis?
4. What factors may mediate small group interaction in ESL wiki-based
collaborative writing?
5. How much do students participate (i.e., make revisions) in the wiki-based
writing activities?
6. What are students’ perspectives on the use of the wiki in writing
assignments? Why do they hold such perspectives?
7. What are teacher’s perspectives on the use of the wiki in writing
assignments? Why do they hold such perspectives?
Significance of the Study
The significance of the study addresses both theoretical and pedagogical issues.
This study bridges the gap in current body of computer-based collaborative writing
literature, especially in emerging wiki-based collaborative writing. Specifically, it
5

investigates the nature of small group interaction, and initially captures small groups’
diverse approaches to text co-construction when working on collaborative academic
writing tasks using wikis. This study is also an initial endeavor to examine factors that
mediate wiki interactions from a sociocultural theory perspective, and it further
investigates students’ reflections on wiki affordances and their learning experience.
Moreover, this study initiates exploration on instructors’ views on wiki-based
collaborative writing activities in ESL classes.
This study added to the growing body of literature on wiki-based collaborative
writing by integrating wikis into an IEP course in the U.S. The results of the study
implied how the wiki technology may open up great possibilities for small group writing
in the U.S. IEP context. Moreover, the study contributed to networked writing pedagogy
and had significant pedagogical implications on how to implement wiki-based
collaborative writing in second or foreign language classes, including wiki site design,
wiki training, group structures, and assessment of wiki writing.
Three aspects of this study are especially significant. First, most studies were
done in EFL contexts. Li (2014) stated “No research has reported a wiki collaborative
writing project with ESL students in an EAP program in the U.S.” (p. 8). Second,
although Li’s recent study was conducted on ESL students in the United States, those
students were graduate students in an English for academic purposes (EAP) program.
Only one study —to the best of my knowledge—has been conducted on precollege ESL
students in the United States (Alghammas, 2016). This study does not address the
frequent anomalies created by students while working on the wiki-based webpage, or
teacher’s attitudes and perspectives on the use of wikis within the ESL writing class.
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Third, studies that investigated the effect of tasks on collaborative writing (e.g., Alyousef
& Picard, 2011; Lee, 2010; Lund & Rasmussen, 2008) and teachers’ perspectives are still
rare.
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
The most obvious delimitation is the chosen site: an Intensive English Program
(IEP) at a major public university in the mid-south. Therefore, results may vary if the
study is replicated in a different ESL setting. This site was chosen due to the willingness
of both teachers and students to participate in the study, as well as for the convenience of
the researcher.
Additionally, this study is delimited to wiki-based collaborative work and does
not include wiki-based individual writing. In other words, it does not compare and
contrast autonomy and collaboration on the wiki platform. The researcher made this
choice due to the researcher’s personal teaching experience, as well as a desire to provide
an in-depth study of online collaborative writing in ESL contexts.
Lastly, the number of volunteers (11 students and three instructors) for the
interviews is an additional delimitation, which will not allow for a more collective sense
of the participants’ perspectives.
Definition of Terms
CALL - Computer-assisted language learning is a subfield of applied linguistics.
It forms an umbrella for all studies pertaining to technology and language teaching and
learning.
Collaborative writing - Writing involving multiple writers co-producing written
texts, termed as a singular text/plural authors approach (Ede & Lunsford, 1990). In this
7

study, collaborative writing refers to “the joint production or the coauthoring of a text”
(Storch, 2011, p. 275) by three or four writers in relation to two wiki writing tasks within
a large team research project.
CMC - Computer-mediated communication is any communication or interaction
that occurs through the use of two or more networked computers.
ESL - Abbreviation of English as a Second Language. It commonly refers to the
study of English by non-native speakers in an English-speaking environment.
IEP – Abbreviation of Intensive English Program. ESL program in a research
university on the USA, which works with international students whose English skills
need to improve in order to attend college-level classes.
L1 - An abbreviation of first language, which is defined as a person’s native
language or the language acquired first. L1 used in this study refers to English as a First
Language.
L2 - An abbreviation of second language, which is defined as any language
learned after first language (L1). L2 in this study widely refers to any language as a
second language or a foreign language.
Synchronous and asynchronous - CMC tools can be divided into two main
branches: synchronous and asynchronous. While the former involves communication in
real time, the latter indicates elapsed time for reflection.
Wiki - “Freely expandable collection of interlinked Web pages, a hypertext
system for storing and modifying information - a database, where each page is easily
edited by any user with a forms-capable Web browser client” (Leuf & Cunningham,
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2001, p. 14). Simply, it is a collaborative web site that allows users to freely create and
edit the contents of web pages.
Organization of the Study
Based on current applied linguistics practices and the general guidelines in the
graduate school guide at the University of Memphis, this study is organized into six
chapters. The headings and subheadings of each chapter are based on careful analysis of
current CALL-related studies.
Chapter 1 introduces the wiki environment and the common features of the
implementation of wikis in language education. Chapter 2 presents a review of the related
literature on wiki integration into language education, in general, and collaborative
writing and language classes, in particular. While Chapter 3 describes the methodological
research approach and data collection methods used in this study, Chapter 4 analyzes data
and presents research results. Chapter 5 discusses the study, and interprets the results, and
finally, Chapter 6 concludes by summarizing the study and providing suggestions for
application and future research recommendations.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
This chapter begins with a description of collaboration and education,
collaborative writing and Second Language Acquisition (SLA), and CMC usage in
collaborative writing practices. It also addresses research conducted on collaborative
writing in CMC environments, and computer literacy issues amongst SLA learners.
Afterwards, the remainder the chapter is devoted to integrating wikis in language
education, presenting the theoretical frameworks that inform the study, and discussing the
studies on wikis and collaborative writing in both L1 and L2. The chapter concludes by
presenting a gap in the research that makes this study significant for not only SLA
studies, but also for CMC and writing practices.
An Introduction to Collaborative Work
Collaborative learning
Storch (2005) defined “collaborative learning” as “an instruction method in which
students at various performance levels work together in small groups toward a common
goal” (p. 154). Since the 1980s, small group collaboration has been implemented due to
the popularization of collaborative learning. Collaborative learning takes various forms
such as peer writing, peer teaching, discussion groups, and interdisciplinary seminars
(Smith & MacGregor, 1992). According to Bruffee (1984), such forms of collaborative
learning have “harnessed the powerful educative force of peer influence” (p. 638), not
only by challenging the traditional basis of teachers as the authority, but also by
regarding knowledge as social experience. Therefore, collaborative learning “reforms
classroom learning by changing students from passive recipients of information by an
10

expert teacher to active agents in the construction of knowledge” (Goodsell, Maher, &
Tinto, 1992, p.7).
Intellectual negotiation, and shared responsibilities for the learning process are
only a few of the advantages generated by social interactions within the collaborative
learning process (Trimbur, 1989). Collaborative learning is believed to improve students’
abilities to apply critical thinking, problem-solving, and group process to their work
(Gokhale, 1995; Warmoth, 1998). Also, through collaborative learning, “students learn
the ‘skill and partnership’ of externalized conversation in both the academic community
and the professional community that students will eventually write for” (Bruffee, 1984, p.
642). Warmoth (1998) suggested that collaborative learning provides students with
reflective insights into the learning process and serves as a laboratory for “real life”
knowledge work.
Collaborative writing
Following the trend of collaborative learning, writing has witnessed a “social
turn” (Trimbur, 1994) in the past two decades. In the 1980s, writing instruction and
research shifted from product-oriented approach to process-oriented approach, with the
cognitive model of the writing process playing a dominant role (e.g., Flower & Hayes,
1981). The cognitive approach viewed writing as a recursive and dynamic process, but
meanwhile regarded writing as individual and solitary activity. Since the 1990s, writing
process has been regarded as more of a social nature: writing is an inherently social and
contextualized activity (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996), where interaction comes into play.
Under this paradigm, small group collaboration has recently received wide attention from
L2 writing teachers and researchers.
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Ede and Lunsford (1990) proposed an approach to writing involving singular texts
and plural authors, i.e., writing involving multiple writers co-producing written texts (or
text). Scholars in both L1 writing (e.g., Wells, Chang, & Maher, 1990) and L2 writing
(e.g., Storch, 2005) support such kind of collaboration throughout the writing process.
The L1 composition scholar Bruffee (1993) suggested that collaborative writing benefits
students by providing certain resources that are not accessible to students performing
individual writing; for example, “collaborative writing enables students to assume
multiple roles that are unavailable during solitary writing: that of tutor, sounding board,
and critical reader” (p. 112). Seeing writing as an emergent and social process, Keys
(1994) stated that collaborative writing is a way to foster reflective thinking, especially if
L1 learners are engaged in the act of explaining and defending their ideas to their peers.
In L2 contexts, according to Storch (2011), collaborative writing tasks in pairs or
in groups emerged following Swain’s (1993, 1995) seminal work on the importance of
output for L2 learning, which claimed that the need to produce written output encourages
learners to process language deeply and reflect on language use. Swain (2000) argued
that collaborative writing pushes students to negotiate the language use and collaborate in
the solution of linguistic problems. Learners have joint responsibility over the production
of texts, which promotes a sense of co-ownership and hence encourages students to
contribute to decision-making on various aspects of writing (Storch, 2005). Many L2
research studies (e.g., DiCamilla & Anton, 1997; Storch, 2002; Swain & Lapkin, 1998)
reinforced the positive effect of collaborative writing, by asserting that in the process of
co-authoring, learners take into account not only grammatical accuracy and lexis but also
writing discourse. Further, research (e.g., Hirvela, 1999) discovered L2 students’
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linguistic gains, because collaborative writing tasks provided them with more
opportunities to review and effectively apply what they had learned. More recently,
Storch’s (2001b, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2011, 2013) and Li’s (2012, 2014, 2016) extensive
work captured L2 researchers’ growing attention to collaborative writing, particularly the
interactions in L2 collaborative writing tasks.
Sociocultural Aspects of Collaborative Writing
Sociocultural theory not only supports the collaborative writing perspective of
learning (Storch, 2013), but also considers learning to be a socially situated activity and
emphasizes the role of interaction and peer collaboration. Sociocultural supporters
describe how human cognitive development is a socially mediated process in which
language, as a mediating tool, plays an essential role (Donato, 2004; Vygotsky, 1978). In
pair or group work, language allows learners to co-construct knowledge and solve
problems during interaction (Swain, 2000). Learners negotiate meaning and social
relationships as they speak, with linguistic tools becoming essential components of the
systems in which problem solving and cognitive development occur (Li & Kim, 2016).
While working together, learners pool their varied resources and provide mutual
scaffolding for one another and attain a level of performance higher than their individual
level of competence (Donato, 2004). When applied to writing, collaborative tasks require
learners to reflect on their language use, discuss the language they use, and
collaboratively solve language problems in the form of Language-Related Episodes
(LREs), which consequently help facilitate L2 learning (Swain, 2000; Li, 2014).
The sociocultural approach stresses the collaborative effort for the co-construction
of knowledge and meaning in the situated social context. For example, Donato (2004)
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perceives collaboration as ‘‘a powerful concept that moves us beyond reductive input–
output models of interaction and acknowledges the importance of goals, the mutuality of
learning in activity, and collective human relationships” (p. 299–230). Zeng and
Takatsuka (2009) also claimed that through collaborative dialogue, learners “mutually
scaffold each other to find how best to express their intended meaning by giving and
receiving assistance as they interact with each other” (p. 436). In working towards the
common task goal, learners become contributing members by pooling their knowledge
and resources for joint decision-making and problem solving.
Collaborative Writing and Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
The current trend in SLA instruction advocates a social constructivist pedagogy
that is preferential to the learners’ participation in joint activity, rather than individual
cognition of language learning (Wang, 2014): learners are expected to develop their
communicative competence through social interaction. Li (2014) believes group work or
collaborative writing is an effective way to assist language teachers to shift from a
product-oriented to a process-oriented teaching approach. The notion of collaborative
writing and its effect on the writing process are strongly supported by both L1 and L2
scholars.
Further, research by Li & Kim (2016), discovered L2 students’ linguistic gains
due to the fact that collaborative writing tasks “provided them with more opportunities to
review and effectively apply what they had learned” (p. 30). Swain (1995, 2000)
proposes that the need to produce written output encourages students to process language
deeply, to reflect on language usage, and to collaborate in the solution of linguistic
problems. In the process of co-authoring, students contribute to decision-making in
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various aspects of writing (Storch, 2005) and take into account not “only grammar and
lexis but also discourse” (Li & Kim, 2016, p. 25).
Donato (2004) demonstrated the important role of interaction in students’ writing
performance by arguing that both higher- and lower-proficiency peers can provide
opportunities for learning if they display a collaborative stance, sharing reciprocal ideas
and making equal writing contributions. Peer–peer collaborative dialogue, in which
learners collaboratively ‘‘engage in problem solving and knowledge building” (Swain,
2000, p. 102), is of particular significance in the L2 learning process. In collaborative
dialogue, learners use language to reflect on language use, and in doing so, the divide
between language use and language learning is overcome with the two co-occurring in
the same activity.
A wide range of studies (e.g., Donato, 1994; Storch, 2011, 2013; Li, 2014) have
investigated how language learners assist each other within their respective ZPDs and
how collaborative dialogue has been generally operationalized by language-related
episodes (LREs). An LRE is defined as ‘‘any part of a dialogue where students talk about
the language they are producing, question their language use, or other- or self-correct
their language production” (Swain, 2000, p. 97). Research has shown that LREs represent
language learning in progress and therefore are the site of language learning (e.g., Swain,
2000; Zeng and Takatsuka, 2009; Storch, 2011, 2013).
Collaborative dialogue can be prompted by collaborative tasks, which require
learners to work together, produce a final product, and communicate both language form
and content (Swain, 2000). These tasks ‘‘encourage learners to reflect on language form
while still being oriented to meaning making” (Swain, 2000, p. 112). Such tasks should
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engage learners in meaningful activities in pursuit of a goal and facilitate effective
collaboration. Through these collaborative tasks, learners will develop a shared
responsibility over final production of the text, and a sense of co-ownership, therefore
encouraging their active contribution to the agreed resolutions.
Collaborative Writing and Its Practical Use in SLA Studies
As it has been illustrated in the above sections, there have been a great number of
studies focusing on collaborative writing and its applications in SLA; these studies cover
EFL and ESL populations, face-to-face and electronic collaboration, and students’
perceptions. Most recently, studies focused on collaborative writing tasks conducted in
groups and pairs, where students build meaning together: as coauthors, learners engage in
co-constructing ideas, suggesting alternative ways of expressing ideas, and extending on
each other’s suggestions or completing an idea that their partner may have difficulties
with.
Some of the most relevant and recent studies on SLA and collaborative practices
in the classroom cited here (e.g., Storch 2005, 2011, 2013; Zeng and Takatsuka, 2009;
Miyazoe and Anderson, 2010; Dobao, 2012; Wigglesworth and Storch, 2012; Li, 2014;
Wang, 2014; Li and Kim, 2016) suggest that writing in indeed social, and therefore,
students not only succeed, but also benefit more from working together towards
constructing a text as co-authors. These same studies explain that L2 learners might take
longer to produce texts when working collaborative, however, the final product is more
accurate in all areas (such as grammar, morphology, semiotics, and syntax).
Storch (2005) investigated the nature of collaboration when students produce a
jointly written text versus individual work and came to the conclusion that “pairs
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produced shorter but better texts in terms of task fulfillment, grammatical accuracy, and
complexity” (p. 154). In a different study, Wiggleston and Storch (2012) conducted a
large-scale study to examine learners’ roles while collaborating in writing and suggested
“learners working on writing activities in pairs enhance learning by providing
opportunities for the discussion of language” (p. 364). In her book, Storch (2013)
analyzes innumerous case studies and concludes collaboration is always beneficial for
SLA, despite all controversies.
Dobao (2012) is more interested in the effect of the number of participants on the
fluency, complexity, and accuracy of the written texts produced, as well as the nature of
the oral interaction between the pairs and the groups as they collaborate throughout the
writing process. As she compares learners’ interactions while working in pairs and in
groups, the study proves that “although both groups and pairs focused their attention on
language relatively often, groups produced more LREs and a higher percentage of
correctly resolved LREs than pairs” (p. 40). As a result, the texts written by the groups
were more accurate not only than those written individually, but also than those written in
pairs.
Li (2014) investigated dynamic group interactions in wiki-based collaborative
writing tasks, by closely examining four small groups that had diverse L1 backgrounds
and presented a comprehensive picture of students’ wiki-based collaborative writing. She
concluded that “multiple factors mediated small groups’ wiki interactions: motives/goals,
agency and emotion, and prior experiences in such aspects of cultural background, small
group work, and technology use” (p. 121).
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Finally, Li’s and Kim’s (2016) most recent investigations address the use of
technology (wiki platforms to be more specific) for ESL group interactions, and the
dynamics of peer interaction across writing tasks for each group. Their final analyses
show that “two ESL groups working on identical tasks in the same wiki space enacted
strikingly different patterns of interaction and that those patterns changed within each
group across two tasks” (p. 25). Their findings are truly remarkable for the networked
writing pedagogy and SLA.
Collaborative Writing and Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC)
From the beginning of Internet technology, different CMC applications have been
used in language learning and teaching. Advocates of computer-assisted language
learning (CALL) assure the potential of CMC in academic writing courses, which are
deemed challenging and tedious for language learners. Dobao (2012), and Miyazoe and
Anderson (2010), agree that using various CMC applications can help students to
successfully transition from a colloquial writing style to a more academic writing style.
Compared to classroom writing activities, CMC tools provide enough time for
students to review, revise, and double-check writing before publishing their final work. It
has been shown that written interaction directs learners’ attention toward linguistic
features (Warschauer, 1997). Not only do CMC applications allow students plenty of
time for editing and revising, but also train students to consider writing as a process. The
idea of teaching writing through a process, which began in the 1980s, suggested that
writing is a recursive process (Ede and Lunsford, 1990). Thus, it is crucial for writing
instructors to find new ways in writing pedagogical practices.
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In last decade, collaborative writing, in which two or more students jointly
produce written texts, has been implemented in L2 classes through both face-to-face
modes and online modes (Storch, 2011, 2013; Alghammas, 2016). With the development
of Web 2.0 tools that afford users’ participation and collaboration at an unprecedented
level, collaborative writing has gained more and more researchers’ attention. In the CMC
context, writing occurs in the direction of “a more social construction of the activity and
interactivity of writing” (Godwin-Jones, 2003, p. 14). CMC tools enable students to
practice their writing skills in a nonthreatening environment (Samuda & Bygate, 2008).
The technology also benefits collaborative writing by increasing students’ motivation and
creativity, by allowing more convenient feedback and revision. Li (2012) argues
“asynchronous discussion formats, in particular, are believed to combine the interactive
aspect of written conversations with the reflective nature of composing” (p. 21).
Because writing is a social act, CMC social networking applications have been a
great asset in writing practices. Researchers such as Li (2012, 2014, 2016), and Storch
(2005, 2011, 2013) confirmed that by exposing language learners to a variety of CMC
applications, language teachers encourage students to become collaborative learners
inside and outside the classroom. CMC applications undoubtedly open new opportunities
for students to collaborate and share thoughts. For example, when students collectively
write in a CMC space, they provide a real audience for each other’s work, which is
regarded as an advantage in writing assignments (Lundin, 2008). New technologies such
as wikis, however, provide researchers with a window into the L2 collaborative writing
process and the affordances of technologies for collaborative writing activity (Li, 2014;
Alghammas, 2016).
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Computer Mediated Communication (CMC) and Second Language Acquisition
(SLA)
It is clear that the benefits of Computer-assisted Language Learning (CALL) have
been widely accepted by educators who agree that it can be an effective instructional tool.
Advocates also claim that CMC can be an excellent medium for cultivating new social
relations within and across classrooms. Its use results in collaborative, meaningful and
cross-cultural human interactions among members of a discourse community created in
cyberspace. It is important to mention that CWC is, therefore, a fantastic tool for SLA,
which broadens learners’ contact with L2 (Storch, 2013).
The use of CALL in language classrooms has increased tremendously in recent
years (Li & Kim, 2016). However, in the early 1990's, some critics still questioned the
value of computer technology and the value of implementing it into the foreign language
classroom. At present, the focus is not on whether to accept computer technology; rather,
research is now centered on how to integrate it more effectively into SLA. The research
focus has shifted from simply describing and examining computer technology to
exploring how to use it in order to enhance language learning. Educators have realized
that effective use of technology can influence and speed student learning.
Wikis
Overview of Wikis
A wiki is one of the most widespread social collaborative networking tools, and it
is seen as a tool to encourage collaboration among its users. Klobas (2006) defined wikis
as “collaborative authoring tools that are accessed through a web browser” (p. 3).
Dudeney and Hockly (2007) described wikis as “a collaborative web space, consisting of
a number of pages that can be edited by any user” (p. 86). Similarly, Erben, Ban, and
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Castañeda (2009) stated that a wiki is “a collaborative website that many people can work
on or edit” (p. 133).
Wiki is originally a Hawaiian word meaning quick (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001),
chosen to indicate the quick process of editing. The word wiki indicates two things: the
wiki site and the wiki software used to create it. Klobas (2006) stated, “Wiki sites are
collections of interlinked documents and files accessible and editable, by web browser”
(p. 3). A wiki basically indicates a website that enables editing, adding, or changing of a
complete page. Therefore, a wiki is best defined as “a freely expandable collection of
interlinked Web pages, a hypertext system for storing and modifying information—a
database, where each page is easily editable by any user with a forms-capable Web
browser client” (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001, p. 14). It is clear that through the definitions
cited, this tool can be described as an open-source productive platform for social
contribution (or learning).
The functionality of the wiki may be useful in educational settings to enable
learners to criticize, evaluate, and express their opinions freely. Therefore, learners
collaborate to complete a task together and also scaffold one another, promote
collaborative communication, and encourage autonomous learning. The nature of the
wiki environment might have a great impact on language education, especially
collaborative autonomous language learning.
Features of Wikis
There are many advantages associated with wiki environments and its use in SLA:
wikis are free, interactive, and flexible. Content can be easily accessed online, pages can
be collaboratively edited, external resources can be linked, webpages can be updated
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quickly, a history of changes can be saved automatically, recent changes can be viewed
and participants notified of changes via email, search capabilities are enabled, and overall
the whole structure is less sophisticated when compared with webpages (Klobas, 2006).
The simple process of editing on a wiki page is much easier than that involved on a
traditional webpage (Alghammas, 2016).
In addition, wikis give students an opportunity to add, delete, or change written
text at any given time. This advantageous feature distinguishes wikis from other social
tools. Lund (2008) assured, “What separates the wiki from other online, distributed
environments such as, for example, learning management systems (LMSs) and
groupware applications is its open architecture” (p. 41). The presence of tags and folders,
automatic backups, customizable templates, and an advertisement-free site - which is
important to keep students focused on the course content and lessen distractions - make
wikis an invaluable tool for L2 writing activities. Pedagogically significant, wikis permit
collaboration among many students under the supervision of the teacher. Lund (2008)
confirmed that a wiki documents the writing process and the writing product at the same
time.
Wikis have, on the other hand, been criticized for the nature of their continuous
editing ability. This means that the content is unstructured when compared with other
online environments such as discussion forums. Klobas (2006) confirmed that the process
of adding links and pages to a wiki indicates no predefined structure. Another significant
drawback relates to intellectual property or copyright issues within publishing material on
wikis. That is why all open wikis, such as Wikipedia, have to declare the copyright to be
owned by the collective and assign rights to reuse the material under the Creative
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Commons license. With regard to the use of wikis in education, the assessment process of
students’ collaborative work is a major pitfall (Zheng et al., 2015), if not conducted
carefully.
Wikis and Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
The wiki appeared approximately in 1995 as a major component of Web 2.0
(Klobas, 2006). Wikis are acknowledged as collaborative mediums to promote content
sharing/development and knowledge co-construction (Ludin, 2008; Storch, 2005).
Various wiki applications (e.g., MediaWiki, PBWorks, Wetpaint, and Wikispaces) have
been widely used in education so far.
More recently, due to the increasing accessibility and implementation of
Computer- Mediated Communication (CMC) technologies, collaborative writing in the
online mode becomes a new direction (Kessler et al., 2012; Storch, 2011, 2013; Li 2014).
In particular, the wiki is hailed as a good medium for group writing due to its
collaborative nature (Godwin-Jones, 2003).
Wikis are popular in education for the following reasons: a) wikis are userfriendly and easy to use with little requirement of technical knowledge; b) they are free of
charge and available where a computer is connected to the Internet; c) they provide many
useful functions for collaborative learning such as tracking of edits, discussions, and the
hyperlink of multiple types of media (Alghammas, 2016). Importantly, all wiki
applications have three defining modules: “Edit,” “History,” and “Discussion.” “Edit”
enables the users to freely change or revise the page in terms of texts, images, or
hyperlinks; “History” reveals all the changes the page has gone through with the color
coding of deleted and inserted texts; and “Discussion” allows the users to communicate
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and negotiate page contents and revisions via asynchronous messaging (Li, 2012). Due to
its distinct functions, the wiki constitutes a powerful artifact in supporting collective
production (Lundin, 2008) and well evaluating individual contributions to a collaborative
learning project (Li, 2014).
Current studies in both L1 and L2 contexts confirm the effectiveness of wikis in
collaborative writing; as Godwin-Jones (2003) stated, “Wikis are intensely collaborative”
(p. 15). Specifically, the use of wikis for collaborative writing gains the predominant
attention due to wikis’ “intensively collaborative” nature (Godwin-Jones, 2003, p. 15).
Each version of the wiki written document is transparent to co-writers and this
transparency encourages continual work and edition of the shared written texts (Lee,
2010). The asynchronous posts also allow co-writers to develop a thoughtful response to
one another’s contribution (Storch, 2012; Alghammas, 2016).
Existing literature has revealed many advantages of using wikis in L2 writing.
Generally, the affordance of wikis eases collaborative process, facilitates interaction, and
supports writing development (Li, 2014; Alghammas, 2016; Li and Kim, 2016, Lundin,
2008). Specifically, wikis allow students to contribute to collaborative writing at their
own time and pace (Wang, 2014), thus helping overcome spatial and temporal difficulties
to produce joint writing. Wiki-based collaborative writing enables students to gain more
perspectives of writing topics, and develop better essays in terms of content, structure,
and grammar (Godwin-Jones, 2003; Zeng, & Takatsuka, 2009). They also help students
promote a sense of ownership and autonomy and are perceived by students to be fun and
interesting tools to share knowledge, as well as motivating for learning (Storch, 2011,
2013; Li & Kim, 2016; Lundin, 2008).
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Based on the few available studies, wikis have proved to be a great motive for
students’ writing performance, participation, communication, collaboration, and building
social communities of practice (Warschauer, M. 1997; Li, 2012, 2014; Alghammas,
2016; Li and Kim, 2016) Wikis also have promoted a learner-centered approach
(Godwin-Jones, 2003) to writing, because students perform different roles as writers,
readers, and editors simultaneously.
Very noticeably, one of the main affordances of wikis in the classroom is that
“students are not only learning how to publish content; they are also learning how to
develop and use all sorts of collaborative skills, negotiating with others to agree on
correctness, meaning, relevance and more” (Lundin, 2008). p. 61). Klobas (2006), in his
book Wiki: Tools for Information Work and Collaboration, stated that wikis combine
technology, space, information resources, philosophy, and sense of community.
Combining wikis and SLA is affective, but still in its early beginnings. Although
a few studies have been carried out, the primary focus of research on wikis is strongly
related to writing skills because of the nature and mechanism of wikis that support
editability. Li (2012) confirmed, “The current body of literature predominantly concerned
the use of wikis for collaborative writing” (p. 26). Therefore, empirical examinations on
how wikis can afford student interaction and collaboration in academic writing, can
greatly contribute to the current body of collaborative writing research. Instructors’
perceptions and attitudes should not be overlooked, since ‘their attitudes toward
technology use [in SLA] may be a significant factor in their willingness to employ digital
tools in their teaching.” (Aytin & Çelik, 2014, p. 2)
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Not only do wikis motivate students to work collaboratively, but they also enable
students to form their own social community of practice. Collaboration in a class wiki is
strengthened by a learning community approach (Zheng et al., 2015). Furthermore,
people are considered active participants in a community of practice if they have access
to different activities, information, and resources, as well as participate with other
members of that community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The idea is clearly
noticeable when students “do things together, negotiate new meanings, and learn from
each other” in the wiki environment (Wenger, 1998, p. 102). Having students collaborate
on the content of a class wiki promotes students’ autonomy as well. In other words,
students self-direct learning as they add, edit, delete, or change that content.
Digital Literacy
The term “digital” refers to activities related to new information and
communications media (Goodfellow, 2011), and “literacy” a set of knowledge, skills and
attitudes that are necessary for personal and professional development in different
contexts. Therefore, according to Ferrari (2012), “digital literacy” is understood as:
(…) the set of knowledge, skills, attitudes, abilities, strategies, and awareness that
are required when using ICT and digital media to perform tasks; solve problems;
communicate; manage information; collaborate; create and share content; and
build knowledge effectively, efficiently, appropriately, critically, creatively,
autonomously, flexibly, ethically, reflectively for work, leisure, participation,
learning, socializing, consuming and empowerment (p. 30).
Despite the widely accepted benefits of CMC and online technologies in SLA,
educational researchers have pointed out that in many of today’s language classrooms,
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learners are frequently exposed only to traditional teaching methods and instructional
materials (e.g., language course books) and have little or no opportunity to engage with
digital learning tools (Chen, Belkada, & Okamoto, 2004; De la Fuente, 2003; Kawaguchi
& Di Biase, 2009; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Levy, 2009). At the same time, Smith &
Shen (2017) believe “integrating digital literacies in the classroom can create impactful
opportunities for students to engage in disciplinary and collaborative inquiry” (p. 85).
Guzman-Simon et al. (2017) points out that the development of digital literacy
has had a difficult time finding its place in SLA classrooms. The student nowadays often
uses handwriting (on paper) to perform writing tasks, with the use of digital media
appearing at the end of the process for the writing stage of the task. In this case, digital
literacy is being developed in a context where digital competence is not necessary, a fact
that shows how “today’s writing practices have not been transformed in the SLA
environment” (p. 202).
Certain authors (Lankshear & Knobel, 2003; Lewis & Finders, 2002; Leu, et al.,
2004; Katic & Turner, 2009) agree that literacy is currently being redefined as learners
participate in a variety of activities that use new ways of communicating and sharing
information in their everyday lives. These “new literacies” certainly have an impact on
literacy instruction in traditional classrooms. In order to address new literacy practices in
this information age, it becomes essential to understand how students use their newly
developed technological literacies in a variety of learning tasks, showing a need to further
explore and investigate students’ behaviors and beliefs.
While it seems there are different definitions of what it means to be
technologically literate, there is no doubt that in order for today’s learner to be considered
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literate, definitions of literacy “need to move beyond paper and printed media and include
technological tools and environments” (Katic & Turner, 2009, p. 256) The intersection of
technology and literacy has resulted in learners who need to possess dynamic literacy
(Westby & Atencio, 2002) in order to make and communicate meaning. Katic & Turner,
(2009) insist that with repeated successful use of technological tools, learners gradually
internalize those tools’ affordances, and the resulting new awareness is reflected in their
future actions and abilities to grow and adapt.
Gap in Literature
One of the major contributions of wikis in the classroom is that “students are not
only learning how to publish content; they are also learning how to develop and use all
sorts of collaborative skills, negotiating with others to agree on correctness, meaning,
relevance and more” (Richardson, 2010, p. 61).
Although research studies on wiki-based collaborative writing have been
increasingly conducted in a variety of L1 and L2 learning settings, only one study has
examined the use of wikis for collaborative writing in the U.S. EAP program
(Alghammas, 2016). Therefore, I implemented the wiki project in an IEP course at a
university in the U.S. As to the research topic of small group interactions in wiki-based
collaborative writing, large gaps still remain. Below I address some of these gaps and
explain how I attempted to bridge the gaps in this study.
Previous research addressed students’ writing/revising behaviors in wikis within
small groups, but no studies (Li, 2013) have discussed the anomalies created by students
on the wiki-based platforms or compared these occurrences to students’ opinions and
beliefs concerning wiki collaborative writing activities in the ESL classroom. At most

28

occasions, wiki interaction behaviors examined were limited to students’ text
constructing behaviors. To bridge this gap, I interviewed 11 students in order to get a
better understanding of their beliefs and opinions concerning wiki collaborative writing
work. I aimed at constructing meaning based on the patterns emerging from student
interviews. Also, no study has addressed the instructors’ opinions and beliefs, concerning
the same activities. As Aytin & Çelik (2014) point out, “both intrinsic and extrinsic
impediments on the teacher’s side, can hinder the use of technology in the language
classroom” (p. 2).
Finally, the previous research studies applied only one or two data sources, mostly
interviews (e.g., Chao & Lo, 2011; Lund, 2008; Zorko, 2009), to explore students’
perceptions. I believe that triangulation of data sources would help contribute to a broader
understanding of the issue under review. Thus, I utilized Likert-scale questionnaire
survey, wiki record pages, and semi-structured interviews to uncover students’
perspectives and delved into the possible connection between students’ beliefs and
patterns of interaction, and their instructor’s views in the matter.
As a result, this study intends to bridge the gap and contribute to the literature. It
investigates the type of interaction, collaboration, and perspectives of intermediate-level
ESL students at a U.S. university in collaboratively doing three different writing tasks;
summary, summary and opinion, and a process paragraph. More importantly, students’
and instructors’ opinions and beliefs concerning each of the activities were a major
component of this study. To get a better idea and complete picture of the study design,
the following chapter discusses the research methodology in further detail.
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Chapter 3
Research Methodology
This chapter describes the methodological research approach employed in this
study, the research design, the setting, participants, research instruments, data collection
methods, and analysis procedures. The main purpose of this study was to observe and
analyze how intermediate-level ESL students (enrolled in an intensive English program,
or IEP) interact and collaborate when they respond to different writing activities in a
wiki-based platform. This study also seeks to understand teacher’s attitudes and beliefs
concerning the use of CMC technology within the ESL writing class.
More specifically, the objective of this study is to find answers to the following
questions:
1. What patterns of group interaction are present when small groups of ESL
students work on wiki-based collaborative writing?
2. How do students negotiate writing tasks and engage with each other via
wikis?
3. How do students construct written texts via wikis?
4. What factors may mediate small group interaction in ESL wiki-based
collaborative writing?
5. How much do students participate (i.e., make revisions) in the wiki-based
writing activities?
6. What are students’ perspectives on the use of the wiki in writing
assignments? Why do they hold such perspectives?
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7. What are teacher’s perspectives on the use of the wiki in writing
assignments? Why do they hold such perspectives?
Research Design
A mixed-methods approach, defined by Creswell (Ivankova & Creswell, 2009, p.
137) as “a procedure for collecting, analyzing, and mixing quantitative and qualitative
data at some stage of the research process within a single study to understand a research
problem more completely,” was used by combining both quantitative and qualitative
methods to obtain as much information as possible, and to find complete answers to the
set of research questions concerning wikis in writing courses.
Specifically, this study drew on multiple data sources (i.e., questionnaires,
interviews, and wiki pages) and explored 25 cases of wiki-based small group writing in
the IEP context, over a span of sixteen weeks. Several social scientists acknowledge the
mixed-methods approach; for example, Sandelowski (2003) suggested that mixedmethods research has become commonly used and is methodologically fashionable.
Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005) stated, “Monomethod research is the biggest threat to the
advancement of the social sciences” (p. 375). In applied linguistics research studies, there
is a growing tendency to use a mixed-methods approach (Dörnyei, 2007). It can be
argued that mixing or blending of data provides a better understanding of the questions
than using a single approach alone (Creswell, 2014).
Quantitative measures, in this study, are used to investigate the general attitudes
of students on wiki-based collaborative writing, whereas qualitative measures are used
with the aim of exploring the reasons behind such perspectives, as well as how students
in small groups interact in completing designated writing tasks. Teacher’s perspectives
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and attitudes as also explored through qualitative measures (interviews), since they pose
an important a factor when implementing wikis in the classroom. Nevertheless, both
quantitative and qualitative measures are integrated into different stages of this research
process, particularly in the data interpretation stage. Ivankova and Creswell (2009) noted,
“Mixing of the two methods occurs either at the data analysis stage or during data
interpretation of the results” (p. 142).
Academic Setting: The IEP Course
The study was conducted in the IEP program located at a Mid-South university in
the U.S. This program prepares English language learners for a successful transition to a
degree program at the university level, and for active participation in the U.S. academic
environment. The participants were from sections of IEP courses called Reading and
Writing (levels 3 and 4) offered to international students. These courses were chosen as
the research site for three main reasons. First, the IEP program was willing to work with
the researcher for the entire semester, and three teachers volunteered to participate.
Second, these courses involved relatively frequent writing (none of it occurring online),
so these two levels would present a fertile field for the research. Third, as stated in
Chapter 2, the researcher believed students could benefit enormously from collaborating
and working on an electronic platform. Previous research (Lee, 2010; Li, 2012; Lundin,
2008) argued that the affordance of wikis not only eases collaborative process, but also
facilitates interaction and supports students’ writing development. Therefore, the
integration of wikis into the assignments was expected to help facilitate students’
collaboration and writing process and bring innovation to the writing class.
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There were a total of three Reading and Writing 3 classes offered in the Fall 2018
semester. Mildred taught two of these sections1, and Julie taught a third one. Sarah taught
two sections of Reading and Writing 4 during the same period, for a total of five classes,
and three instructors participating in this study. The instructors were not strong believers
of the positive role of technologies in IEP instruction; however, they were willing to
participate in the data collection procedures, perhaps out of curiosity.
The next section presents a brief discussion the basic information about the
participants and the course instruction, accessed via student questionnaires and meetings
with the instructors.
Participants
The main participants in this study were international students enrolled in the IEP
at an urban U.S. Mid-South university. Those were international students whose native
language is not English; therefore, they are enrolled in intensive English academic
courses to improve language skills, before being admitted into undergraduate and
graduate programs throughout the United States. Based on placement tests run by the
IEP, students are placed in different levels according to their English proficiency. To
meet the objectives of this study, which requires the ability to produce at least a
paragraph in English, the study was conducted with 64 intermediate-level students, and
three teachers who voluntarily participated.
To maintain diversity among participants, Qualtrics questionnaires were used to
collect basic information such as age, gender, nationality, and home country from the

1

Pseudonyms were used here, and throughout this entire dissertation, in accordance to the IRB
requirements to protect participants’ identities.
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participants (see Appendix A). Having different ethnic backgrounds, participants were
67% female, 31% male, and one student decided not to disclose their gender. The
participants’ average age was 25 years old. Table 1 presents more detailed information
about the participants’ nationalities, which is mostly Japanese:
Table 1: Participants’ Nationalities
Country
Japan
Colombia
China
Vietnam
Venezuela
Jordan
Mexico
Brazil
Honduras
Palestine
South Korea
Iran
Guatemala

# of Students
35
6
4
4
3
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

Percentage
55%
9%
6%
6%
5%
5%
3%
3%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%

Course Materials and Instruction
The textbook for Reading and Writing 3 (RW3) was Pathways 2: Reading,
Writing, and Critical Thinking, 2nd edition (Blass & Vargo, 2018), and the one for
Reading and Writing 4 (RW4) was Q:Skills for Success 3: Reading and Writing, 2nd
edition (Grammer & Ward, 2015). They covered contents such as summarizing texts,
writing process paragraphs, argumentative essays, comparison paragraphs, and narratives.
The classroom teaching materials were composed of the textbook, the book’s website,
and a couple of novels, chosen by the IEP program to introduce students to American
Literature.
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The classes met from Monday to Friday, for 120 minutes or 80 minutes,
depending on the day of the week. In RW3, students had to work on two different
assignments for the wiki activity: a process paragraph (see Appendix C), and a summary
paragraph (Appendix D). For RW4, students had to write one assignment only (per their
instructor’s decision): a summary and response paragraph (see Appendix E).
Pilot Study
Before collecting data for this project, a pilot study was conducted at an IEP
program at a Midwestern university. There were nine intermediate-level students who
were part of the IEP writing program from diverse backgrounds. There were two reasons
for piloting the study before conducting data collection: first, to ensure that the class wiki
is secure, easy to use, and without technical glitches when participants engage in the
writing activities. Second, to check the validity and reliability of the questionnaire
surveys, and make sure all items are comprehensible. Many researchers recognize the
significance of testing the data collection instruments before conducting the actual study.
Betty (as cited in Alghammas, 2016) confirmed, “Surveys need to be carefully piloted
with a small group first” (p. 41). Sudman and Bradburn (1983) further urged the necessity
of piloting by stating, “If you do not have the resources to pilot-test your questionnaire,
don’t do the study” (p. 283).
After setting up the class wiki, the nine participants were randomly assigned to
three groups of three participants each. Nine usernames and passwords were
automatically generated and given to participants to get access to the designated groups.
In their groups, participants were required to write a four-paragraph essay according to
the following prompt shown in Figure 1:
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Figure 1. A sample of the pilot study writing prompt.
Before introducing the wiki activity, participants completed a pre-survey
(Appendix A) to better understand their attitudes and experiences with technology, online
writing, and wikis. After each group completed their collaborative essays on the
Pbworks.com webpage, all participants completed a post-survey (Appendix B), detailing
their experiences and beliefs about the online collaborative writing activity. Through this
pilot study the researcher was able to receive valuable comments and practical
suggestions, which helped to refine and adjust the future data collection procedures. A
sample of a wiki-based collaborative essay collected in the pilot study phase is shown in
Figure 2.
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Figure 2. A sample of the students’ essays created during the pilot study.
Class Wiki
A variety of wiki tools have been used in language classes so far, such as
Wikispaces, Pbworks, MediaWiki, and Wetpaint. Pbworks.com was selected
(http://www.pbworks.com/) as a platform for students’ collaborative writing in this study,
mainly because of its great popularity in higher education, particularly in L2 learning
settings, and also due to the researcher’s previous experience using Pbworks.com as a
collaborative writing site for freshman college students in the USA. This wiki site is very
easy to use and has a user-friendly interface. Above all, it is free of charge, and can be
made private or password-protected, which is very convenient for all kinds of writing
classes.
The private permission mode was set for each wiki page file, so that only the
students and the researcher could view and edit wiki pages. Even though the instructors
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were presented with the option to access the website, they were not interested in looking
into each page. The site included the writing prompts (Appendix C, D and E), and writing
groups, as seen on the left side of the screen in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Screenshot of one of the group pages.

Figure 4. What a group page looks like for students.
A private class wiki was set up at http://collaborativewriting.pbworks.com (see
Figures 3 and 4), and data collection happened in two consecutive sessions: Fall 1 (eight
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weeks) and Fall 2 (also eight weeks). In the first session there were 30 students
participating, and for the second session, there were 34 participants, for a total of 64.
Participants worked in groups of three, with 10 groups of three for the first session, and
10 groups of three, and one group of four students for Fall 2.
Students collaborated on the writing tasks posted by the researcher with the help
of the class instructor. The group size was determined to be three students in each group
because previous studies (e.g., Dobao, 2012; Morgan et al., 1987) suggested that three or
four should be an ideal number for successful collaboration within a group. Although the
groups were given the same writing activity prompts, all students from the same class had
reading access to each other’s pages, so that they could learn from their peers.
Wiki Writing Tasks
Wiki writing tasks were part of extra classroom practice to reinforce what had
been addressed in class, according to their textbook units. Students would first be
introduced to certain type of writing assignment in class (such as a summary, a process
paragraph, or an argumentative paragraph), and then, they would work within their
assigned small groups to collaborate and write a paragraph or paragraphs together.
Detailed information concerning the three wiki tasks assigned by instructors are provided
below.
One of the main objectives of this study was to explore how small groups of
students interacted to complete different wiki-based writing activities. During the first
session, groups collaboratively completed summary and response paragraph, and a
process one, on the class wiki (Appendix C, D, and E). For each paragraph, groups spent
about one week responding to the writing prompt. The writing prompts were created by
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the researcher, and pre-approved by each instructor in advance. The idea was to match
the syllabus design and meet the course objectives. The writing assignments drew from
the courses’ textbooks: different sources such as Pathways 2: Reading, Writing, and
Critical Thinking, 2nd edition (Blass & Vargo, 2018), and Q:Skills for Success 3:
Reading and Writing, 2nd edition (Grammer & Ward, 2015). It is worth noting that
students at the intermediate level are exposed to different writing types in order to
improve academic writing skills. Appendixes C, D and E show the writing prompts
assigned to each class.
Wiki Tasks
One of the tasks (Appendix D), given to RW4, required students to write two
paragraphs: one would consist of a summary of a text previously read in class, the other,
should be their opinion of the text. Students worked collaboratively on this task in small
groups using the Pbworks site throughout the writing process. The small groups
discussed together in class, and then, each group constructed a research proposal using
their group tab (displayed in Figures 3 and 4). The students were asked to make use of the
wiki “Edit,” “Comments,” and “Save” modules to discuss and compose their joint
writing. Participants were also encouraged to check and contribute to their group wiki
frequently and make revisions on their joint writing in contents, style, and form.
The second task was given to RW3 classes, and it consisted of a process
paragraph. Students were familiar with such type of paragraph, since they had been
practicing with process paragraph throughout Unit 7 of their textbook. After receiving
their group assignments, students worked together to choose the topic they would like to
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work on for this activity (See Appendix C). Each group had a week to jointly work on the
assignment after class.
One of the RW3 classes received a different assignment, since the instructor
decided it would be best of students to have more practice with summarizing (see
Appendix E for details). Comparably to the first activity mentioned here, each group had
to choose a paragraph from a longer text previously read in class to summarize. Students
had practiced summarizing a few other texts from their textbook before.
All students were given 20-30 minutes in the computer lab to sit with their
assigned groups and to discuss how they would collaborate. Since this study was
investigatory (consisting of observations), neither the instructor nor the researcher told
students how to collaborate. Instead, students were free to make their own choices. They
were only told to work together on the project, producing one single text, and that the
researcher and instructors would be able to see their work. Students were expected to
contribute to their group wiki frequently and revise their joint writing collectively in
contents, style, and form. Also, they were invited to consult instructional materials during
their writing processes.
Researcher’s Role
The researchers’ extensive experience as an ESL, and writing instructor, her
interest in integrating computers in L2 writing classes, and her positive experiences in
using social networks in language teaching motivated the researcher to focus on wikibased collaborative learning.
In this study, the researcher’s primary role was as an observer, and she did not
choose the wiki-based writing activities but wrote them and received each instructor’s
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approval. The researcher designed the class wiki, introduced participants to the wiki,
posted the writing assignments on the website, and provided feedback to students,
according to the instructors’ requests. The researcher also served as a technical
consultant to provide help when participants encountered a technical issue.
Even though the researcher’s role was primarily as an outside observer,
instructors participating in this study requested the researcher to provide comments on the
writing assignments. Teachers believed students should receive some sort of feedback,
and that the data collection process should be beneficial to students as well. The
researcher also met with students who wanted to get more detailed feedback on their wiki
writing assignments, so as to encourage them to participate. Throughout the study, the
researcher worked closely with the writing instructors to collect the data: the researcher
grouped and rotated students for every activity, assigned writing prompts, and
encouraged students to participate. The teachers also helped with encouraging students to
participate by reminding them every day during class time.
As this study was designed to explore interaction within groups and not between
groups, the participants were given an opportunity to interact with different peers and had
different group dynamics prior to each writing task. The problem of unequal participation
occurred in some studies such as Arnold, Ducate, and Kost’s (2009), who reported that
several students complained about unequal participation and poor communication within
their groups (and that was reinforced by students during individual interviews and the
questionnaires).
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Data Collection Procedure
The data were collected over two subsequent sessions (Fall 1 and 2, 2018) for
eight weeks each. In the mixed-methods approach, researchers frequently use one of four
designs: explanatory, exploratory, triangulation, or embedded (Ivankova & Creswell,
2009), and in this case, the researcher adapted the triangulation design because both
quantitative and qualitative data were collected simultaneously. The importance of the
triangulation process, as pointed out by Creswell, et al. (2003), lies in the fact that
concurrently collecting quantitative and qualitative data to compare and contrast findings
leads to well-validated conclusions. Johnson (1991) further confirmed that triangulating
data “reduces observer or interviewer bias and enhances the validity and reliability of the
information” (p. 146).
Upon receiving Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval (see Appendix F) to
begin data collection, the researcher coordinated with the writing instructors to determine
the best way to collect data, so as not to interrupt the flow of the classroom. For the first
session, the process began with an introductory 30-minute session for each class, to cover
informed consents and the pre-survey. A couple of days later, there was a second session
to explain how the wiki activity would work and training session in the computer lab for
approximately 60 min. During this informative session, three objectives were achieved.
First, the basics of wikis were introduced, and the researcher showed the homepage of the
class wiki (www.collaborativewriting.pbworks.com), as well as how to navigate through
pages. Second, the researcher created usernames and personal passwords for students to
access the private class wiki around the clock. Third, students were put in groups to start
work on their assignment, and technical issues were addressed. During this particular
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session, students showed great difficulty to log into computers and into the Pbworks.com
page. They had trouble typing their passwords and logging in. At the end of the session,
the researcher answered different questions concerning the data collection process. The
researcher requested additional time from the instructors, to have students in the
computer lab to make sure they were able to log into the wiki page and work on their
assignment. Another 30-minute session was granted to the researcher.
For the second session, the researcher had 80 minutes to introduce the wikis and
her research, hand out informed consents, and to introduce students to the Pbworks.com
web page. Obviously, that was not enough time to cover all of the content. Therefore, the
instructors agreed upon a second 60-minute session in order to better explain to students
what the assignment consisted of. Previous researchers on wikis emphasized the
significance of training students on wikis before they start writing. For example, Cowan
and Jack (2011) pointed out that training students via wiki-based tutorials improves
student ratings of wiki usability. Zheng et al. (2015) confirmed, “Explaining and
modeling rules of wiki etiquette cannot be forgotten in implementing wiki projects” (p.
6).
A week later, after handing each instructor the written feedback sheet printed out
for each group (See Appendix G for a sample), the researcher went back to each
classroom for 25 minutes to conduct the post-survey. Finally, the researcher passed
around a sign-up sheet for students who wanted to volunteer for an individual interview
about the collaborative wiki activities. The instructor interviews were conducted during
the last week of classes, in order to understand their impressions, perspectives, and
suggestions concerning the use of wikis in the classroom.
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Instruments
As this study follows the triangulation design in a mixed-methods approach,
different data collection instruments were used, including the following: the pre-survey
and post-survey questionnaire, individual interviews, and the wiki history records. The
following sections shed light on the instruments employed and how they were
implemented.
Questionnaires. One of the best-known methods for collecting data in social
sciences is the questionnaire. Dörnyei (2003) confirmed that questionnaires are the most
employed data collection devices in statistical research. Questionnaires are described by
Brown (2001) as “any written instruments that present respondents with a series of
questions or statements to which they are to react either by writing out their answers or
selecting from among existing answers” (p. 6).
After obtaining permission from Alghammas (2016) to use similar questionnaire
items (see Appendix K), the researcher adapted and modified the survey items to match
the objectives of this study. Qualtrics—an online survey website—was used to administer
questionnaire surveys, which consisted of pre- and post-questionnaire surveys (see
Appendixes A and B). Questions in the pre-questionnaire survey collected participants’
background information such as prior English learning experience, prior technology
experience (including wiki), and preference of work style, whereas the post-questionnaire
survey involved a more detailed insight into their experience using wikis collaboratively.
Close-ended questions. There were fourteen 5-point Likert scale items on the
post-questionnaire survey. The scale included Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree,
and Strongly disagree choices. Although the primary objective of the post-questionnaire
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was to get students’ general attitudes on wiki-based writing, the questionnaire items were
grouped into three separate categories to get a better understanding of students’
perceptions and interaction in wiki-based activities. The categories include writing skills,
collaboration, and self-reflection.
Open-ended questions. The post-questionnaire survey included four open-ended
questions, which required students to freely and openly express their attitudes toward the
wiki-based writing. Not only did open-ended responses permit “greater freedom of
expression” (Dörnyei, 2007, p. 107), but they also allowed the researcher to ask questions
in both closed- and open-ended formats to confirm the results. Oppenheim (1992) stated
that it is a good idea to ask the same question in both an open and closed format. The four
questions were an attempt to better understand students’ general perspectives on the wikibased activities and to further explore some challenges participants encountered in the
online collaborative writing. According to Brown (2009), “Open-response questionnaires
provide a way to find out, in an unstructured manner, what people are thinking about a
particular topic or issue” (p. 201).
Wiki History Records. The 25 groups of participants completed the writing
activities assigned by the teacher on the class wiki. One of the fundamental premises of
the class wiki site is the built-in history log (archive). This feature helped the researcher
observe all edits made by every single participant, because all edits are saved
automatically by name, time, and date. It is worthwhile mention that Li (2014),
Alghammas (2016), and Zheng et al. (2015) confirmed that history pages are valuable for
monitoring student participation. Using the version comparison feature, the researcher
was able to manually quantify the number of edits that students made within their groups,
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whenever modifications were made on the Pbworks.com page. More specifically,
comparing versions of each group provided answers concerning the type of participation
and the effect of tasks on group interaction in the class wiki.
Semi-Structured Interviews. Semi-structured interviews were conducted in
English with a total of 14 participants (three instructors and 11 students). The interview
(Appendix H) conducted with students consisted of fourteen guiding questions
concerning participants’ perceptions about the wiki-based collaborative writing,
affordances of wikis for collaborative writing, their group interactions in the wiki, and
their suggestions for future wiki writing projects. The interview conducted with the
instructors (Appendix I), consisted of ten guiding questions addressing their opinions and
beliefs regarding the use of wikis for the ESL writing classes, their student’s familiarity
with technology and computers for writing, and suggestions to improve the wiki usage
within the class.
During the interviews, the researcher clarified questions and asked probing
questions when needed, and also restated and summarized information and invited the
interviewees to confirm what was understood about their perspectives. The smooth
conduction of interviews assured the comprehensibility of the interview questions. The
interviews were audio recorded using Tapmedia HD Recorder for the iPhone. Interview
questions can be found in Appendixes H, I and J.
Data Analysis Procedure
Different data analysis options are used in mixed-methods studies. The selection
of one option over another depends on various factors such as the design of the data
collection method, the research questions, and the main objectives of the study. Because
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this study followed the triangulation design in the data collection phase, the comparison
approach was employed during data analysis to compare the results of both quantitative
and qualitative methods. In other words, results of quantitative and qualitative measures
were thoroughly examined to check if they converged or showed divergence. According
to Ivankova and Creswell (2009), “The most popular approach is to compare the
quantitative results and qualitative findings to confirm or cross-validate the findings from
the entire study” (p. 142).
As far as the quantitative measures were concerned, descriptive statistics were
used to summarize the survey items. Gathered data were analyzed using IBM SPSS
Statistics (Version 23.0). To provide some answers to Research Questions 1, 3, and 5
(i.e., the quantitative research questions), descriptive statistics were computed on
individual survey items and also on scale dimensions. These included the following:
response frequencies, means, and response percentage. The statistical analysis was
entirely based on the predetermined set of four categories: collaborative writing, wiki
writing tasks, participation and participants’ perceptions.
For the qualitative part, content analysis was used to provide an answer to
Research Question 2 in an attempt to understand the type of participation in the wikibased writing. The researcher compared all wiki history versions of each group through
manual analysis to recognize anomalies and frequency of edition. Research Questions 4,
6 and 7 were answered through the post-survey qualitative and quantitative data, and the
individual interviews combined. The researcher compared and categorized each of the
answers given by the participants, in order to find patterns and to better understand their
attitudes and opinions towards the wiki activities.
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Ethical Consideration
The necessary precautions were taken to protect the rights of the participants. All
the participants were treated in accordance to the institutional review board (IRB) at the
university where the study was conducted (see Appendix L for Informed Consent Form).
Regarding the informed consent, the researcher gave students one day (24 hours) to
consider whether they would like to participate in this study or not, and they were
informed of the voluntary nature of the participation, and the freedom to withdraw from
the study if they felt they need to. Also, they were told that the decision to participate or
not to participate would not affect their course grade at all.
Making sure the Pbworks.com site was private, which was invisible to people
outside the class section protected the participants’ identities. Students’ username and
passwords were also confidential. The researcher assigned each participant a student ID
and the participant provided only his or her ID when filling in questionnaires and writing
reflection papers. The researcher ensured data confidentiality. It is also worth noting that
students did not provide any personal details on the class wiki; they only collaborated to
complete the writing activities. The researcher kept signed consent forms, questionnaires,
and recorded interviews in her personal bag. Interviews were conducted individually and
stored in a password-set laptop computer and an iPhone protected by fingerprint
recognition only. Moreover, the researcher checked all the data once every month to
ensure its integrity. Through the data analysis process the researcher maintained loyalty
and gave the total weight to the data and tried to avoid imposing her beliefs and bias on to
it.
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However, two issues came up in the data collection phase. First, students had
great difficulty in logging into the computers at the computer lab. This issue could be due
to the fact that students in this specific IEP program are not required (or not encouraged),
to use computers for writing assignments. Instructors have students write their
assignments by hand throughout the sessions (for more details see Appendix J). Another
explanation could be the limited instruction received by students, which was addressed in
more detail throughout the Analysis and Discussion Chapters. The instructors and the
researcher helped most of students to log in, which indeed, took more time than
anticipated. At the same time, participants struggled to log into the Pbworks.com page
(Figure 5), with their given usernames and passwords.

Figure 5. A screenshot of the Pbworks.com log in page.
For the second time around, the researcher made sure participants had plenty of
time to log into computers, and for one of the classes, the instructor agreed to take
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students to the computer lab once a week in order to familiarize students with the works
of computers.
After giving a full description of the research methodological approach
implemented by the researcher in this study to explore ESL students’ interaction and
attitudes toward wiki-based writing, the key findings of the study are presented in the
following chapters. Chapter 4 provides the analysis results of the quantitative and
qualitative measures that were used in the data collection process. The reporting of the
results is carried out through the lens of the aforementioned predetermined four
categories. While Chapter 5 addresses each research question in detail, Chapter 6
concludes the study and provides further questions for future research.
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Chapter 4
Analysis
This chapter presents the key findings of the data analysis process. The chapter is
divided into four main sections, which follow the data collection procedures
chronologically: pre-survey questionnaire, the Pbworks.com wiki platform, post-survey
questionnaire, and individual interviews.
While the first two sections address quantitative data exclusively, sections three
and four will compare and contrast both qualitative and quantitative data, following the
mixed methods approach. The results are organized in the order the research questions
were presented to the participants.
As far as the surveys are concerned, the presentation of the findings is shown
through the lens of the four predetermined categories: collaborative writing, wiki writing
tasks, participation and participants’ perceptions. In the qualitative section, the results are
presented according to the most relevant questions. For the qualitative data, the
researcher used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS v. 24). The analysis
employed descriptive statistics (frequency, percentage, and mean) to obtain participants’
perceptions of collaborative wiki-based online writing.
Pre-survey
The first data collection tool used by the researcher was a Qualtrics.com presurvey questionnaire, which was given to students before any wiki-based collaborative
work was done. The full version of this questionnaire is included in Appendix A.
The first relevant question for this study was Q16, which asked participants to list
number of hours spent on a computer daily. While the overall average time spent on a
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computer was 1.41 hours a day per student, 21 students said they make little or no use of
computers at all, making that a total of 32.8% participants.
In question Q17, students were asked about their main activities when using a
computer and were instructed to check all the answers that applied to them. Using the
computer to study came in first place, with 66% of the responses. Next came fun (movies,
and games) with 50%, and finally, social media (communication) with 45% of their
answers. So, whenever students do use computers, they do it more often to study, then for
entertainment (Table 2).
Table 2: Participants’ Computer Use
Computer Use Number of answers % of total
Study

42

66%

Fun

32

50%

Social Media

29

45%

Questions Q18 and Q19 were designed to better understand participants’
knowledge of wikis. In discussing whether or not students knew what wikis were, 47%
of students knew what they were, and 53% did not. When asked if they had ever worked
with wikis before (Question Q19), the answers show a different picture. Although almost
half of the participants knew what wikis were (47% in this case), only 15% of the
students had used a wiki in class before. Those students who had indeed made use of
wikis before commented: “Yes , i used wikipedia most of the time in high school to
prepare presentations.” And “I use it sometime before presentation” and “Wiki helps me
have the information for my presentation with my group at class.” Still, 85% of students
had never worked with wikis before.

53

Question Q20 addresses participants’ experiences using Web 2.0 technologies
(Blogs, Facebook, Instagram, etc.). Most students, or 82.8% (Table 3), said they had had
positive experiences. Some examples of comment made by participants were “I love
then,” “Convinient and helpful”, “That Is a good time to relax and to learn many
things,” and “I never had my own blog but i read some blogs about restaurants and
touristics places. About Facebook and Twitter i like to read the news who can i found in
this social medÃas about the world most of the time relationed with local politic in my
country.” A small percentage (7.8%) of students declared they never use web 2.0
technologies, and 7.8% of them explained they do not like any of them.
Table 3: Participants’ Use of Web 2.0 Technologies
Web 2.0 Experience
1%
8%
8%
Positive
No
Dislike them
N/A
83%

Question Q21 suggests students’ opinions about individual work are overall
positive. As shown in Tables 4 and 5, 31% of participants consider individual work to be
very positive, and 38% believe it to be positive, for a total of 69% positive or very
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positive attitudes. While 28% of responses were neutral, no participants chose any of the
negative response options offered in the pre-survey questionnaire.
Table 4: Participants’ Opinion on Individual Work
Opinion

Number of students % of Total

Very Positive

20

31%

Positive

24

38%

Neutral

18

28%

Negative

0

0

Very negative

0

0

No answer

2

3%

Grand Total

64

100%

Table 5: Summary of Participants’ Opinion on Individual Work
Individual Work in the Classroom
3%
0% 0%

Very Postitive or Positive

28%

Neutral
Negative
Very Negative
69%
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No answer

On the other hand, when asked about their opinion on small group work (Q22),
38% of the students said they have had very positive experiences (Table 6). 42%
answered positive, rating positive attitudes/experiences at 80%. A small percentage (3%)
of students said they had negative opinions about small group work. Nobody chose very
negative to represent his or her experiences.
Table 6: Participants’ Opinion on Group Work
Opinion

Number of students % of Total

Very Positive

24

38%

Positive

27

42%

Neutral

9

14%

Negative

2

3%

Very Negative

0

0%

No Answer

2

3%

64

100%

Total

Table 7 puts together both positive and negative experiences for a better
understanding of participants’ overall responses:
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Table 7: Summary of Participants’ Opinion on Group Work

Small Group Work
3%

0%

3%

14%
Very Positive or Postitive
Neutral
Negative
Very Negative
No answer
80%

It is interesting to observe that students had more positive experiences working in
small groups at 80%, versus individual work, at 69%. However, 3% expressed having
negative group work beliefs, versus none for individual group work.
Pbworks.com
Once the pre-surveys were completed, participants started working on the wikibased collaborative activities on the Pbworks.com platform. Over the course of six
weeks, students worked collaboratively on different writing assignments (Appendixes C,
D, and E), until the deadline assigned by their instructor. The researcher was then able to
examine the work done on the wiki platform to collect the information presented in this
section.
Analyzing this data set proved to be challenging, since a number of abnormalities
arose, from the part of students who did not behave as expected. These anomalies will be
presented here, and then analyzed and discussed, for they present an interesting picture of
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how students interact with each other online, and also how they interpret their role as a
group member.
It is important to mention that, while the researcher has gathered as much
evidence as possible to better understand how the wiki collaborative process works, this
research did not focus on grading students’ assignments, or tracking the nature of the
alterations they were making while collaborating. The works published by Li (2011,
2014, 2016), and Alghammas (2016) have shed a clearer light on the nature of alterations
made by students.
When looking at students’ behavior on the writing platform, some things stand
out. The 25 groups logged in for a total of 139 times, with an average of 2.44 times per
group, which is really, really low. This is particularly intriguing, since groups on the left
side of Table 6 below) were made up of three students. It is also worth mentioning that
there were groups logging into the webpage up to 21 times, and others logging in only
once, as represented in Table 8.
Table 9 illustrates that participating students logged in between one and eight
times, and that the median per participating student was 1.67, which puts each student
logging in only once to write on the Pbworks.com page. Furthermore, most groups scored
below that median when working collaboratively.
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Table 8: Pbworks.com Login Statistics
Group
Pink
Purple
Brown
Gray
Bears
Black
Blue
D
E
F
G
Green
H
I
J
K
L
Lions
M
Red
X
Y
Yellow
Z
Zebras
Total

# of
Students
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
3
3
3
4
3
3
3
76

# Students
Participating
3
2
3
1
2
1
3
3
2
3
3
3
1
2
3
2
2
4
1
1
2
3
1
3
3
57

# of logins
5
3
3
1
5
6
5
8
2
5
4
3
6
5
13
3
7
21
1
8
2
7
3
8
5
139

Average Logins per
participating Student
1.67
1.50
1.00
1.00
2.50
6.00
1.67
2.67
1.00
1.67
1.33
1.00
6.00
2.50
4.33
1.50
3.50
5.25
1.00
8.00
1.00
2.33
3.00
2.67
1.67
2.44

Table 9: Login Analysis
Login Numbers
Minimum Logins per Participating Student 1.00
Maximum Logins per Participating Student 8.00
Median Logins per Participating Students
1.67
# of Groups Above Average Logins
11
# of Groups Below or Equal Average
14
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Average Logins per
Total Students
1.67
1.50
1.00
0.33
1.67
2.00
1.67
2.67
0.67
1.67
1.33
1.00
2.00
1.67
4.33
1.00
2.33
5.25
0.33
2.67
0.67
1.75
1.00
2.67
1.67
1.83

Tables 10 and 11 are based on number of log ins and changes made by each
participant. Both demonstrate that not every student participated: 52% of the groups had
only one or two students collaborating. According to the data collected, full collaboration
only happened within 48% of the groups.
Table 10: Group Participation
Groups

# of Students

# Students Participating

% of Participation per Group

Pink
Purple
Brown
Gray
Bears
Black
Blue
D
E
F
G
Green
H
I
J
K
L
Lions
M
Red
X
Y
Yellow
Z
Zebras
Total

3
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
4
3
3
3
4
3
3
3
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3
2
3
1
2
1
3
3
2
3
3
3
1
2
3
2
2
4
1
1
2
3
1
3
3
57

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
33.3%
66.7%
33.3%
100.0%
100.0%
66.7%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
33.3%
66.7%
100.0%
66.7%
66.7%
100.0%
33.3%
33.3%
66.7%
75.0%
33.3%
100.0%
100.0%
75.0%
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Table 11: Group Participation Part 2
Groups’ participation
100% Participation
75% Participation
67% Participation
33% Participation

# of Groups
12
1
6
6
25

Total
48%
4%
24%
24%
100%

Table 12: Changes Made by Each Group
Groups
Pink
Purple
Brown
Gray
Bears
Black
Blue
D
E
F
G
Green
H
I
J
K
L
Lions
M
Red
X
Y
Yellow
Z
Zebras
Grand Total

# of Changes

% of Changes per Group

24
7
12
1
20
11
20
11
2
6
32
7
14
30
17
7
14
45
0
12
11
28
11
35
14
381

6.3%
1.8%
3.1%
0.2%
5.2%
2.9%
5.2%
2.9%
0.5%
1.6%
8.4%
1.8%
3.7%
7.9%
4.5%
1.8%
3.7%
11.8%
0%
3.1%
2.9%
7.3%
2.9%
9.2%
3.7%
100.0%
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Changes Under
Comments

Yes

Copied and Pasted
Assignment

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
10

6

There was a total of 381 changes made while working collaboratively, making
that an average of 15.2 changes per group (Table 12). However, some individual groups,
made up to 45 alterations in one single assignment, while others made no changes – these
groups created what the researcher called anomalies, and will be briefly discussed further
along, and fully addressed in Chapter 5.
There were several problems arising when looking at the anomalies that came up
during the activities. As it is shown in Table 12, 10 groups used the Comments section of
the wiki page (See Figure 6 for details) to write their assignment. That is 40% of the total
participating groups. Another recurrent anomaly for data collection purposes was typing
up the assignment on a word processor and copying and pasting it into the wiki page. A
total of six groups, or 24%, copied and pasted the assignment from a Word document,
which does not allow for the web page to track changes made by individual students or
by group members (Details in Figure 7). Such behavior results in a blank tracking page,
as Figure 7 demonstrates.

Figure 6. A sample of the written assignment created under “Comments.”
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Figure 7. A sample of a blank history page.
According to Table 12, more than half of the groups (56% or 14 groups) suffered
from anomalies, which made collecting detailed data on changes performed by
participants on the PBworks.com page not as valuable. Only 11 groups (or 44%) actually
completed the work as expected under the correct page. Therefore, it was hard to
distinguish any reliable patterns for the Pbworks.com website.
It is relevant to mention that most groups (76%) followed the writing prompt cocreated by the researcher and their instructors. That means perhaps, that most groups did
not have trouble understanding what the prompts were.
Post-Survey
The post-survey was conducted once the wiki-based activities were completed by
students and brought about interesting information about their perceptions and attitudes
towards working collaboratively within the wiki. First, the close-ended questions will be
analyzed, and then the qualitative open-ended questions.
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Close-ended Questions
There were sixteen 5-point Likert scale items on the post-questionnaire survey.
The scale included Strongly agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, and Strongly disagree
choices. These questions and answers were categorized according to three themes:
Writing Skills, Collaboration and Self-Reflection.
Appendix B shows what the Post-survey looked like for students. Here are the
questions categorized under writing skills (Table13):
Table 13: Post-Survey Questions Categorized
Categories
Writing Skills

Collaboration

SelfReflection

Questions
3. Wiki collaborative writing improved my writing.
4. Wiki collaborative helped me pay attention to language use.
5. Wiki collaborative writing helped me pay attention to
structure/organization.
8. My group engaged in discussions using the wiki.
9. My group discussed the writing assignment in class, emails, online
chat, texting, etc.
12. I liked the ideas my group brought to the wiki activities.
13. My group members were flexible and interested.
14. All group members participated in the wikis equally.
1. I enjoyed using wikis for collaborative writing.
2. I preferred doing collaborative writing on wikis than writing
individually.
6. I enjoyed the revision process in the wiki.
7. My participation changed during the wiki assignments.
10. I was able to make important contributions to the wiki-based
writing assignments.
11. I think my group members valued my contribution.

Next, Table 14 reveals how students answered each of the open-ended postsurvey questions. In order to be more effective, the answers Strongly agree and Agree
have been grouped into Agree. The same was done to disagree and Strongly disagree.
Reducing the results to three possible groups of answers.
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Table 14: Post-Survey Likert Scale Statistics
Question
1. I enjoyed using wikis for collaborative
writing
2. I preferred doing collaborative writing on
wikis than writing individually
3. Wiki collaborative writing improved my
writing
4. Wiki collaborative helped me pay
attention to language use
5. Wiki collaborative writing helped me pay
attention to structure/organization
6. I enjoyed the revision process in the wiki
7. My participation changed during the wiki
assignments
8. My group engaged in discussions using
the wiki
9. My group discussed the writing
assignment in class, emails, online chat,
texting, etc.
10. I was able to make important
contributions to the wiki-based writing
assignments
11. I think my group members valued my
contribution
12. I liked the ideas my group brought to
the wiki activities.
13. My group members were flexible and
interested
14. All group members participated in the
wikis equally

Strongly
Agree
26%

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

43%

25%

7%

Strongly
Disagree
0%

18%

28%

41%

13%

0%

21%

36%

34%

8%

0%

23%

43%

28%

7%

0%

20%

52%

21%

5%

2%

15%
15%

43%
43%

36%
38%

7%
3%

0%
2%

16%

36%

26%

16%

5%

18%

30%

31%

11%

10%

20%

39%

34%

7%

0%

20%

48%

25%

7%

2%

16%

44%

25%

13%

2%

21%

41%

30%

5%

3%

15%

48%

18%

16%

3%

Writing Skills
The participants’ writing skills were addressed in questions 3, 4, and 5. In order to
get a better understanding of participants’ experiences while working on the wiki
collaborative activities, each question will be addressed separately. Question 3 asks
students to decide whether or not “Wiki collaborative writing improved my writing”.
57% of students answered this question in a positive manner (Strongly agree or simply
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agree). However, 34% were neutral, signifying that they did not think the wiki activity
improved their writing skills. Only 8% disagreed (no one chose strongly disagree).
Question 4 was: “Wiki collaborative helped me pay attention to language use.”
Most students, or 66%, said they either strongly agree, or agree with the statement. 28%
were neutral, and 7% disagreed. Most students believe the wiki activity helped them pay
attention to language use, as some of the student interviews will confirm later in this
chapter.
The last item related to writing skills was Question 5: “Wiki collaborative writing
helped me pay attention to structure/organization”. The majority of participants (72%)
agreed with this statement, while 21% presented neutrality. The ones who either
disagreed or strongly disagreed ranked at 7%.
As it is clearly explained above, most participants agreed that the wiki
collaborative writing activity improved their writing skills. More specifically, students
believed that by participating in such activity, they improved their sense of structure and
organization, by paying attention to language. The writing skills contributions to
participants’ writing skills were mostly positive, according to their own perceptions.
Collaboration
Responses related to collaboration were present in questions 8, 9, 12, 13, and 14.
This category seems to have the most revealing results; therefore, looking at them closely
is the best alternative to have a clear understanding of participants’ perceptions and
attitudes.
Questions 8 and 9 relate to communication during the wiki collaborative writing
activity and will be listed first. Question 8 presents the statement: “My group engaged in
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discussions using the wiki.” About half of the participants (52%) agreed with the answer,
and 26% chose to be neutral. The highest disagreement rate so far, ranks at 21%, and
strongly disagrees at 5%. According to their interviews, they were using their phones to
communicate (calls or texts), but there are a few examples of students communicating
through Pbworks.com, as Figure 8 shows us:

Figure 8. Sample of students’ communication on Pbworks.com
Question 9 poses the questions “My group discussed the writing assignment in
class, emails, online chat, texting, etc.” Only 48% of students agreed to communication
through other means (strongly agree and agree). 31% of participants said neutral, and
21% said they disagreed with the previous statement. Responses to question 9, reveal the
highest percentage (10%) of Strongly disagree occurrences. Communication seems to be
recurring problem, based on students’ answers to questions 8 and 9, since when
answering both questions, less than half of participants admitted to any form of
communication.
Questions 12, 13, and 14 relate to how students perceived group participation
throughout the wiki activities. Question number 12 addressed participants’ attitudes
towards other group members’ ideas: “I liked the ideas my group brought to the wiki
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activities.” Most students were pleased with the ideas generated by the group, with 60%
being positive feedback. 25% said they felt neutral, and 15% disagreed with the
statement.
Number 13 discussed whether or not “My group members were flexible and
interested.” The results here seemed promising, since 62% of students agreed that their
group members were flexible and interested. 30% preferred to be neutral, and only 8%
disagreed with such statement.
The responses to question 14: “All group members participated in the wikis
equally” painted an intriguing picture. It seems that students’ impressions did not match
the actual facts present on data collected from the Pbworks.com website, since 63% of
students thought group members participated equally. 18% were neutral, and 19%
thought participation was unequal. Looking at the Pbworks.com website analysis,
represented by Table 11, only 48% of the groups participated at 100% the rate. The
majority of them (52%) did not.
The overall impressions on collaboration were encouraging: most students
thought their groups participated equally, provided valuable contributions, and were
flexible and willing to communicate.
Self-Reflection
This category is composed of responses to items 1, 2, 6, 7, 10 and 11 (Table 14),
and the first question states, “I enjoyed using wikis for collaborative writing.” The
majority of participants chose either Strongly agree or Agree, which represents 69% of
the total. While 25% of students remained neutral, only 7% of them did not enjoy using

68

wikis for collaborative writing. Results were in favor of the wiki collaborative activities,
and suggest students enjoyed the process.
Question 2 was designed to focus on students’ preferences regarding collaboration
and the wiki: “I preferred doing collaborative writing on wikis than writing individually.”
While only 46% of students preferred to work collaboratively using the wiki platform,
41% of them chose Neutral. Finally, 13% of participants disagree with the statement
above.
The next question (Question 6), asked participants to reply to the following
affirmation: “I enjoyed the revision process in the wiki.” 58% of students agreed with this
statement, showing most of them enjoyed making revisions on the website. 36% chose
neutrality, and only 7% of students disliked the revisions process. This specific question
demonstrates that students understand and appreciate the revision features of the wiki
page.
When asked whether their participation had changed throughout the wiki activity
(Question 7), 58% of students agreed that it had changed, 38% do not seem to feel any
difference (neutral). Only 5% disagree with this statement, thinking their participation
remained the same.
Question 10 states: “I was able to make important contributions to the wiki-based
writing assignments.” Most students seemed confident that they made worthy
contributions to the project, with 59% agreeing with the statement above. While 34%
remained neutral, only 7% do not think they were able to make valuable contributions.
The last question, number 11 asks participants to reflect on how the group
members valued their contributions. The statement says: “I think my group members
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valued my contribution.” Most students felt valued, since 68% agreed with this statement.
25% remained neutral and 9% did not feel like the group valued their work.
Open-ended Questions
Based on the quantitative findings discussed in the last categories, it seems
students’ overall attitudes toward wikis in writing classes are positive. However,
perspectives were collected not only through the survey, but also through four openended questions to elicit the reasons from students behind such attitudes. To get a
complete picture of students’ attitudes and beliefs, the key findings of the four openended questions are presented below. To substantiate the answer to each question, some
samples of students’ responses are provided, along with statistical information presented
in several tables. To ensure reliability, two experts in the field of ESL agreed with the
researcher on positive/negative judgment on students’ responses. See Appendix M for
complete list of participants’ responses to the four open-ended questions.
Table 15: Question 1 - Open-ended Responses
Q1) What did you think of small group writing using
wikis?
Answer
# of Answers
% of Total
Positive
44
72%
Negative
14
23%
N/A
3
5%
Total
61
100%
Students’ responses to the question “What did you think of small group writing
using wikis?” can be seen in Table 15. Their responses were generally positive (72%),
with negative answers scoring 23%. Table 16 presents a few examples of positive and
negative answers given by participants:
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Table 16: Question 1 – Students’ Sample Answers
Q1) Positive Samples
2. I think this is very well idea because we are improved the abilities and practice of
English
11. I think small group is the best. Because, we can suggest own opinions and make it
better.
34. It's good for discussion because if I don't have the way to contact to my member, I
can't discuss but if I use this, I can contact with my member easily.
42. It is a good way to help your team, and your team helps you to highlight your
mistakes, and correct them.
Negative Samples
9. It was not comfortable. We cannot discuss well.
10. I think itäó»s not good because only one person writes paragraphs. Other person
just checked.
28. It was so hard. I think I prefer doing myself than group work.
Several of the complaints addressed the collaboration aspects of the wiki:
communicating with the group, members not sharing the work equally, and preferring to
work individually, were the top reasons for having negative attitudes towards wikis.
These are extremely interesting results, since in the pre-survey stage of data collection,
most students declared they preferred working in groups (80%) to individually (69%).
The second question was “What did you like about writing in small groups using
wikis?” Students gave different reasons for liking wiki-based writing. Those reasons can
be grouped into five main themes, which evolved from the data set: sharing
ideas/scaffolding, communication, flexibility, and editability. Surprisingly, a fifth reason
appeared consistently: did not like it.
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Table 17: What Students Liked About the Wiki
Q2) What did you like about writing in small groups using
wikis?
Answer
# of
% of Total
Answers
Sharing Ideas/scaffolding
28
46%
N/A
12
20%
Flexibility
8
13%
Did not like it
5
8%
Communication
4
7%
Editability
4
7%
Total
61
100%
Table 18: Question 2 – Examples per Category
Q2) What did you like about writing in small groups using wikis?
Sharing Ideas/Scaffolding
6. I can share my idea and memberäó»s idea easily
12. I like the fact that the others memebers of the group can corretc my work and add
news ideas.
14. Know a little bot to my classmate and share ideas with yhem.
Communication
4. You need speak and discuss how write, so is good for learning process
19. We can discuss about the writing with the group.
31. We discussed together
Flexibility
5. Yes. Because I am able to write whenever I want.
36. Its felixable
46. We can connect everywhere and every time.
Editability
2. I like this because I can change the ideas
24. If I did any mistake my patner could change it
39. The partners can change the idea of all and make the good paragraph.
Did not like it/Nothing
8. Nothing.
43. I don‰Ûªt like
59. I couldn‰Ûªt find advantage point.
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The most prominent features liked by students, were sharing ideas/scaffolding (or
collaboration) with 46% of the answers. Flexibility takes second place, with 13% of the
answers. As mentioned above, it is relevant to point out that 8% of students chose
“Nothing” or explicitly said they did not like the wiki. Finally, 20% of the students did
not answer the question or their answers were unrelated to the question. Table 15 above
presented examples of responses related to each of the categories.
Students were asked not only about the reasons for liking the wiki activity, but
also reasons behind disliking it. When asking students “What did you dislike about
writing in small groups using wikis?” the majority, or 30% of participants, reported
nothing (See Table 19 below). Other responses included unequal participation,
disagreement, and technical issues, and a few answers that only appeared once, were
grouped under “other.”
Table 19: What Students Disliked About the Wiki
Q3) What did you dislike about writing in small groups
using wikis?
Answer
# of Answers % of Total
Nothing/Likes it
18
30%
Unequal participation
13
21%
Disagreement
11
18%
Other
11
18%
Technical issues
5
8%
N/A
3
5%
Total
61
100%
The major source of complaint was unequal participation, with 21% of answers,
followed by disagreement with 18%. Other answers rated at 18% as well, and technical
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issues ranked 5th place, with 8% of the answers. Table 20 shows sample answers given by
participants within the categories listed in Table 19.
Table 20: Question 3 – Sample Answers
Q3) What did you dislike about writing in small groups using wikis?
Unequal Participation
12. The only thing that i dislike is that they could are a member of the group who
works more and other who work less or in fact doesn t work at all
24. Every member in group didn't participate equally
25. That not everybody put effort and participante as it supposes to be
Disagreement
4. The group need speak more for find a good way to write
9. I can not tell about my opinion to my group.
13. Itäó»s hard to work together when the teammate who has very strong personality.
Other
8. I think if we use wikis, we canäó»t improve our English skill.
16. I prefer she choose a leader for group.
26. Little time
Technical Issues
10. Only one person can write
11. Wiki is using different word.
35. First time we were confused so we repeated wrong many time
Nothing/Likes it.
1. Very excelente
2. I like this
18. No I like it
Whereas the above three open-ended questions present students’ overall attitudes
toward wiki-based writing from different dimensions, the last open-ended question,
“What suggestions would you like to add to make wiki-based collaborative writing
assignments more effective for ESL students?,” was given to obtain students’ practical
suggestions based on their participation in the current study. Three major themes
emerged from this data were keep on do it, technical improvements, and more time. A
few stray answers were categorized as “other,” as Table 21 below shows:
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Table 21: Students’ Suggestions in Categories
Q4) What suggestions would you like to add to make
wiki-based collaborative writing assignments more
effective for ESL students?
Answer
# of Answers % of Total
Nothing
32
52%
Technical improvements
9
15%
Other
8
13%
Continue doing it
7
11%
More time
5
8%
Total
61
100%
Table 22: Question 4 – Participants’ Suggestions
Q4) What suggestions would you like to add to make wiki-based collaborative
writing assignments more effective for ESL students?
Nothing
3. It is already good.
4. I think this strategy was good for us
17. I do not have a suggestion.
Technical Improvement
22. I could change something. I'd like to permit a chat in every group in order to
encourage the participation between the members
34. Service of notices
42. To include more color on its page to take the students attention, it is just my
opinion
Other
37. Service of notices
52. It lets students do aggressively
53. I think it should fix to participate every member.
Continue Doing it
16. I think we need to do it more
18. Just need more practice
58. I think we should do more times to be a routine together. I think this will evolve
More time
9. I think we need more time than that time
23. More time
48. In the class time.
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The majority of participants, or 52%, chose to include nothing as their suggestion.
As it can be inferred from Table 22 and Appendix L, most of these answers are form
participants who seem to think the activity is good as it is.
Data reveals that a number of students believe technical improvements are
necessary (15%), and 13% had other suggestions. Finally, 11% of the participants
suggested making the wiki collaborative activity a regular activity throughout the course.
Table 22 presents examples of each category.
Student Interviews
There were 11 participants who volunteered to be interviewed after the wiki
collaborative activities were graded and finalized for each session. After listening to each
interview several times, the researcher categorized and classified each of their answers
into over-arching categories to make the analysis process more objective. The interviews
attempted to ask some of the same questions in the post-survey questionnaire, and a few
new ones, in order to better understand students’ attitudes towards the wiki collaborative
activities. The interview answers given by participants were grouped into 3 categories:
Technology Access, Wikis and Collaboration, and Opinions and Attitudes. All Interview
questions are presented in Appendix H.
Technology Access
There were two major themes explored within Technology Access: Computer Use
and Cellphone Use. Each one contains important insight into students’ daily technology
access and preferences. Table 23 shows interviewees’ computer access habits and
attitudes, while Table 24 represents their cellphone usage.
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Table 23: Interviewees’ Computer Use
Question
Q4_1) Do you have a computer?

Q4_2) What do you use it for?

Q6) What are some of the things
you really need the computer
for?

Q5_1) Do you ever use the
computer labs around campus?

Q5_2) Why? What do you use
them for?

Answer
Yes
No
Homework/Writing
Searching
Entertainment

# of answers % of answers
9
82%
2
18%
8
4
3

73%
36%
27%

Microsoft Office/
Software
Nothing
Printing

55%

6
3
1

Yes
No

6
5

55%
45%

Homework/
Printing
Do not use them

6
5

55%
45%

27%
9%

According to Table 23, the great majority of students interviewed, or 82% to be
exact, owns a computer, and uses it mostly for homework and writing assignments
(73%). When asked about tasks they could only perform using a computer, 55%
answered Microsoft Office package or different software, which could only be installed
and accessed through a cellphone. On the other hand, 27% of students believe computers
are not essential for anything. A little over half the interviewees (55%) use the computer
labs on campus to print assignments or do homework.
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Table 24: Participants’ Cellphone Use
Question
Q7) Do you have a
smartphone?

Answer
Yes

# of answers %of answers
11
100%

Q8) What do you use it
for?

Dictionary/Translator

8

73%

Language Learning Apps
Social Media/Entertainment
Texting/Email

7
4
4

64%
36%
36%

All interviewees (100%) have a smartphone, which, according to their answers
during the interviews, they use mostly as a dictionary or translator (73%), or to practice
English with language learning apps (64%). Students’ answers put social
media/entertainment and texting at 36% of their daily cellphone usage.
Wikis and Collaboration
Table 25: Wikis and Collaboration Responses
Question
Q9_1) How did you do the work for
the wiki?

Answer
Computer
Cell phone

1

9%

Q9_2) Why?

Bigger Screen
Improves Typing
No distractions
Other

4
3
2
2

36%
27%
18%
18%

Q13) Did you like working in
groups?

Yes

3

27%

No

8

73%
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# of answers %of answers
10
91%

This category includes practical questions on students’ choices while working on
the wiki-based collaborative projects: choice of technology, and collaboration attitudes.
Table 25 shows what interviewees’ answers looked like.
All students interviewed, except for one (9%), worked on their computers in order
to complete the wiki activity. The reasons given by participants were larger screens on
computers (36%), typing improvements (27%), and less distractions (18%). This shows
perhaps, that most participants value certain features of computers for school-related
assignments.
For question 13, surprisingly, most students, or 73%, did not enjoy working in
groups. Some of their reasons include but are not limited to: “I have to wait for other to
write,” “I didn’t wanna change what my group write, it was strange,” and “Japanese
people are shy. The Colombian student used his opinions and erase my sentences.” Still,
if we look back at their pre-survey answers (Table 5), we can see that most students
(80%) had positive experiences working in groups.
Opinions and Attitudes
A more detailed discussion of students’ beliefs and attitudes are described and
analyzed here and present an intriguing picture of how they see themselves, and how
interviewees evaluate each other (Table 26).
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Table 26: Participants’ Opinions and Attitudes
Question
Q10) Did you like the
activity?

Q10_1) Why?

Q11_1) What was the most
difficult thing?

Q11_2) What was the best
part?

Q12_1) Would you like to do
it again?

Q12_2) Why?

Answer

# of answers % of answers

Yes
No

8
3

73%
27%

Negative
Prefers Individual Work
Technical Issues
Unequal Participation
Positive
Reflection
Collaboration

5
2
2
1
5
3
2

45%
40%
40%
20%
45%
60%
40%

Collaboration
Time management
Other

7
2
2

64%
18%
18%

Typing/Writing Practice
Collaboration
Other

6
3
2

55%
27%
18%

Yes
No
N/A

6
3
2

55%
27%
18%

Typing/Writing Skills
Collaboration
Do not want to do it

5
3
3

45%
27%
27%
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When asked whether or not they enjoyed the wiki-based collaborative activity,
73% of students interviewed answered yes. The reasons behind such opinion were more
opportunities for reflection (60%), and valuable collaboration opportunities (40%). At the
same time, 27% of students did not enjoy the activity due to preference for individual
work (40%), technical issues (40%), and unequal participation (20%).
Interviewees believed the hardest aspect of the wiki activity was first,
collaboration (64%), and next, time management (18%). The easiest, or best features
were typing practice (55%), and collaboration (27%).
More than half of the interviewees (55%) said they would like to work on wikibased collaborative activities again, because they either benefited from typing practice
(45%) or enjoyed working collaboratively (27%).
Teacher Interviews
This section contains findings generated by the interview data. The researcher
recorded and studied the interviews, and since there were only three volunteers this time,
all of responses were presented while trying to find relevant information which could be
analyzed to understand instructors’ attitudes and beliefs towards the wiki-based
collaborative activities.
The first question in the interview was “On a scale from 1-5 how did you feel
about including this data collection process to your regular class schedule?” Possible
answers offered to instructors were: 1 – Really easy, 2 – Easy, 3 – Okay, 4 – Hard, and 5
– Really hard (See Appendix I for more details). The instructors’ answers to this question
are illustrated Table 27 below.
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Table 27: Instructors’ Opinions on Participating in the Study
Instructor Answer Details
Sarah
3-Okay “It’s a little bit of a challenge giving up time to spend with a
researcher, but I feel like it’s worthwhile. The prompt you gave
was things that we were working on so students don’t miss
out.”
Mildred

2-Easy

“Because you made very easy for us to be able to do this. And
the other thing that I liked: it fit with what we were doing.”

Julie

2-Easy

“Time was definitely an issue, ‘cause our schedules are so
tight, but students need to use computers more often. So I’d say
it was worth it.”

According to the recordings, all three instructors thought the data collection
process was fairly easy, pointing out how the researcher made sure the writing prompts
were related to what they were doing in the classroom. Instructors also mentioned the
extra practice of classroom content being beneficial to students.
The second questions was “Did you see any benefits for students or for the class
from conducting this study?” and instructors’ answers are detailed in Table 28 below:
Table 28: Instructors’ Opinions on the Benefits of Wikis for Students
Instructor Answer Details
Sarah
Yes
“Giving them an activity that forces them to use the computer
is really beneficial.”
Mildred

No

“I’m not so sure they kind of ‘got it’ so to speak.”

Julie

Yes

“Definitely. It’s always a good thing to have them practice
their typing skills on a keyboard. And also to familiarize them
with the format.”
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Both Sarah and Julie agreed that the wiki collaborative activity was beneficial for
students, pointing out that students need more contact with computers. Julie cites the
benefits of improving students’ typing skills as well. Mildred, however, did not think they
had learned anything useful from it. She pointed out several times throughout the
interview that she prefers students to handwrite their assignments in class instead.
The next question asks instructors if they think their students are computer literate
(Table 29). It is interesting to see that both Julie and Mildred do not think that students
can actually use the computer, choosing to use their cellphones instead:
Table 29: Instructors’ Opinions on Students’ Computer Literacy
Instructor Answer Details
Sarah
Not
“It’s mixed, you know? Sometimes I get homework that has
sure
been, you know, written on a word processor that looks like,
okay, so this person understands how to use basic formatting.
Other time is like they’ve never created anything professionally
or academically on the computer before. So it’s kind of mixed.
It’s hard to generalize.”
Mildred

No

“They use their phone. I really think that most of them… I don’t
necessarily think they even have a computer. I do know, a lot of
stuff they do on their phones.”

Julie

No

“I used to think they were computer savvy, but recently I’ve
realized that these young kids do not really know how to
navigate the computer. So I think, no, I see them doing
everything on their phones.”

The next question is number 5, and it represents one of the most important
insights to better understand instructors’ beliefs and attitudes towards the use of wikis for
writing classes. The question asks, “How important is it for you to have students
write their assignments on a computer?”
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Table 30: Importance of Computer Use in the Classroom
Instructor Answer
Sarah
Not
important

Details
“I’m not focusing on using technology. For their finished
product I want them to have it typed up and printed out on a
word processor, but I don’t require that until, you know, they
get to that final draft. If they wanna do everything by pen
and paper up to that point, it’s fine.”

Mildred

Not
important

“I learned a long time ago that writing has to be done in
class. So for many years now I’ve been doing in class
handwriting for all assignments”

Julie

Very
important

“Students need to learn how to navigate computers, you
know? It is an important skill if they want to go to college or
find a job. And most of our students do. So I take them to the
computer lab once or twice a week. I only accept
assignments that have been typed on a computer. Even
drafts.”

Two instructors, Sarah and Mildred, seem to think asking students to type
assignments on a computer is not relevant. Even though Sarah had commented on the
benefits of including this activity in her class (Table 30), she contradicts herself; by
saying students using computers to write is not important. Julie, on the other hand, had
the complete opposite opinion.
Question 7 attempted to better understand instructors’ concerns over having
students write their assignments on a computer versus having them handwrite essays. The
questions asked, “What are the biggest challenges/concerns when having students type
their assignments on computers?” and instructors’ answers can be seen in Table 31
below:
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Table 31: Instructors’ Concerns Over Students’ Computer Use
Instructor Answer
Details
Sarah
Plagiarism “I worry that they are getting outside help, you know? It’s
hard to trust that they’ve actually done the work themselves.
The availability of… texts and things that they can
plagiarize. That’s a big problem.”
Mildred

Plagiarism “There are too many options available for them to
plagiarize.”

Julie

Plagiarism “Well, plagiarism is always a major concern, but I think
students also have to be instructed on that. I mean, if they do
plagiarize, they’ll soon learn that that’s not the way to go.”
Plagiarism is the number one concern across the board, since all instructors gave

the same answer. Ironically, plagiarism was not an issue at all during the wiki-based
collaborative activities. All materials written by students were authentic, as the researcher
and a couple of PhD students verified during the data collection procedure.
The last question instructors answered, was the same question students were
asked both for the post-survey questionnaire, and the student interviews: “How could I
improve this activity for the next session?” Table 32 illustrates the three answers given by
the instructors interviewed.
Table 32: Instructors’ Suggestions on Improvements for the Wiki Collaboration Activity
Instructor Answer
Sarah
More
time

Details
“I feel like the bigger the class, the slower the work. I think…
for me… for us… in the planning part of it, just kind of build in
extra time?”

Mildred

Nothing

“I think the process went very well. Really, I think it went very
smoothly.”

Julie

More
time

“I feel like students needed more extensive explanations on
how to… how to work the website, you know? Maybe that
would have helped with all the problems they had. And… I
guess that’s it.”
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Time was the main concern for Sarah, Julie and for the researcher as well. Some
of the students (8%) had also mentioned more time (Table 22). This is interesting because
the researcher expected a list of suggestions from the instructors, but there was only one
overall concern.
After presenting the key results of quantitative and qualitative data in this chapter,
the next chapter is completely devoted to the discussion and interpretation of results, the
conclusion of the study, and suggestions for future research. The discussion of results is
organized around the set of research questions and linked to previous related studies.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
This chapter addresses each of the research questions presented in Chapter 3,
along with key findings from the previous Analysis Chapter. The discussion is divided in
two main sections: Wikis and Collaboration, and Perceptions and Attitudes. The second
section was also divided into two subsections: Students’ Perceptions and Attitudes and
Instructors’ Perceptions and Attitudes. Each section was created according to across-theboard themes emerging from the aforementioned research questions. The researcher drew
patterns emerging from the data collected, and also carefully reviewed the previous
chapter in an attempt to answer the initial research questions.
Unlike Bradley et al. (2010) who analyzed the archived records of wiki history
pages to reflect group members’ interaction during text construction, and Li and Zhu
(2013), and Alghammas (2016), that focused on small groups’ negotiation of writing
tasks, this study presented a more complete picture of students’ perceptions and attitudes,
mainly due to some unexpected online behavior on the wiki-based platform Pbworks.com
during the data collection procedures. Often times these anomalies made the answering of
some of these questions extremely challenging.
Wikis and Collaboration
The first set of Research Questions (1, 3 and 5) undertakes the mechanics of the
wiki-based activity, along with discussions concerning collaboration and communication
patterns. The researcher aimed at answering these questions through the examination of
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each groups’ behavior on the wiki platform Pbworks.com, and students’ own evaluations
shown in the post-survey questionnaire.
Research Question 1 asked, “What patterns of group interaction are present when
small groups of ESL students work on wiki-based collaborative writing?” and it was
indeed the hardest one to answer. The wiki-based platform should have been the best
source of information when addressing this first research question. However, according
to the data acquired on the Pbworks.com page, and presented in Chapter 4 (Table 12),
56% of the groups created anomalies when working on the wiki-based activity, which
made collecting detailed data on interaction patterns and alterations nearly impossible.
These anomalies consisted of either typing the assignment elsewhere, and transferring it
to the wiki-based website, or using the wrong window to write and save their writing
(Figure 6, Chapter 4). Whenever one of these occurrences took place, the researcher was
left with a blank history record, which provided no data at all (Figure 7, Chapter 4). The
results here were inconclusive. During individual interviews, both students and teachers
suggested more detailed instructions when presenting the wiki-based platform to each
class, which, according to them, would facilitate the process.
In order to answer Research Question 3, “How do students construct written texts
via wikis?” the researcher focused on the Pbworks.com wiki platforms. As
aforementioned, only 44% of the groups completed the assignment under the correct page
on the website. Therefore, based on all findings, students construct written texts via wikis
through three basic strategies (Table 12): a) typing the assignment elsewhere, then
copying and pasting it into the wiki page (24%), b) writing it under the Comments

88

section, thus preventing anyone else from editing content (40%), and c) finally, working
on the platform, as the activity was designed in the first place (44%).
Research Question 5 is related to students’ participation in the wiki-based
collaborative activity: “How much do students participate (i.e., make revisions) in the
wiki-based writing activities?” Tables 8 and 9 show that the average number of times
participants logged in per groups was 2.44, and the mean was 1.67. This means
participants logged in less than two times to edit the writing assignments, showing that
there was not much interaction (or editing) within the wiki page. On the other hand, there
were a total of 381 changes made while groups worked on the wiki-based Pbworks.com
webpage, making that an average of 15.2 changes per group (Table 12). That puts each
student making a total of 5.5 alterations per log in.
Looking at the Pbworks.com website analysis, represented by Table 11, only 48%
of the groups participated at 100% the rate. The majority of them (52%) did not.
Responses to close-ended question 14 of the post-survey questionnaire (“All group
members participated in the wikis equally”) painted an intriguing picture. It seems that
students’ impressions did not match the facts presented by data collected from the wikibased Pbworks.com website. As illustrated by Table 14, 63% of students thought group
members participated equally, 18% were neutral, and 19% thought participation was
unequal.
Data illustrated on Tables 8, 9, 11, 12, and 14 above, show that while working on
wiki-based collaborative writing, most groups did not collaborate often. Online group
interaction while writing was indeed low.
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The second set of questions focused on students’ communication strategies while
working on the wiki-based activities. To answer Research Questions 2 and 4, the
researcher analyzed data from the Pbworks.com wiki platform, the post-survey
questionnaires, and the individual interviews. Research Question 2 was “How do students
negotiate writing tasks and engage with each other via wikis?” and Question 4 “What
factors may mediate small group interaction in ESL wiki-based collaborative writing?”
Communication did not happen very frequently within the wiki platform.
However, eight groups, or 31% of them used the comments section to communicate.
Based on those few interactions (Figure 8 in Chapter 4, and 9 below), we can see that the
students seemed uncertain of the value of their contributions and were seeking validation
from other group members. Also, most communication was quick and short.

Figure 9. A sample of students’ interaction within Pbworks.com
According to Table 33 shown below (and Table 14 in the previous chapter),
questions 8 and 9 of the post-survey relate to communication during the wiki
collaborative writing activity. About half of the participants (52%) agreed that their
groups engaged in discussions using the wiki, while 21% disagreed.
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Table 33: Wiki Communication Recurrences
Question
8. My group engaged in discussions using
the wiki
9. My group discussed the writing
assignment in class, emails, online chat,
texting, etc.

Strongly
Agree
16%

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

36%

26%

16%

Strongly
Disagree
5%

18%

30%

31%

11%

10%

In response to question 9: “My group discussed the writing assignment in class,
emails, online chat, texting, etc.,” 48% of students agreed to communication through
other means. Student interviews reveal that participants used other methods to interact
and communicate, such as face-to-face meetings, texts and calls. Students do not
participate as much as expected and did not seem to interact much within the wiki-based
page, other similar studies on contradicting motives mediating student participation and
behaviors when conducting writing tasks online (Donato, 1994; Storch, 2004; Zhu &
Mitchelle, 2012; Li, 2014).
Perceptions and Attitudes
Students’ Perceptions
Research Question 6 aimed to explore students’ perceptions and attitudes towards
the wiki-based activities: “What are students’ perspectives on the use of the wiki in
writing assignments? Why?” Data collected from the post-survey questionnaire, and
student interviews, strongly suggest participants enjoyed the overall experience. More
details on their reasoning are given in this section.
For the post-survey questionnaire item number 1: “I enjoyed using wikis for
collaborative writing,” the majority of participants, or 69%, chose to positive answers.
While 25% of students remained neutral, only 7% of them did not enjoy using wikis for
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collaborative writing. Results were in favor of the wiki collaborative activities through
the open-ended questions as well: students’ responses to question 1 (“What did you think
of small group writing using wikis?”) were generally positive (72%), with negative
answers scoring 23% (See Table 15 for more details). The same question was asked of
the interviewees, which proved to be fruitful: 73% of students interviewed gave a positive
answer. Therefore, the results of the post-survey questionnaire and interviews are
represented in Table 34:
Table 34: Summary of Students’ Enjoyment of the Wiki
Did students enjoy the wiki-based activities?
Source
Yes
Post-survey close-ended question
69%
Post-survey open-ended question
72%
Interviews
73%
The key findings of the questionnaires (Table 34), the students’ open responses,
and the interviews, indicate that the overall perspectives on wikis in writing assignments
are generally positive. This finding is supported by previous wiki-related studies (e.g.,
Ducate et al., 2011; Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kost, 2011; Lee, 2010).
Item 6 of the post-questionnaire states, “I enjoyed the revision process in the
wiki,” and a little over half of the students agreed with this statement (58%), showing
most of them enjoyed making revisions on the website. 36% chose neutrality, and only
7% of students disliked the revisions process. This specific question demonstrates that
students understand and appreciate the revision features of the wiki page.
Question 2 of the open-ended post-survey asked, “What did you like about
writing in small groups using wikis?” The most prominent features liked by students,
were sharing ideas/scaffolding (or collaboration) with 46% of the answers. Flexibility
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takes second place, with 13% of the answers. Again, the researcher asked the same
question during the student interviews, and the answers were typing practice (55%), and
collaboration (27%).
Table 35: Summary of Wiki Features Students Liked
What did you like about writing in small groups using wikis?
Source
Feature
Post-survey open-ended
Collaboration (Scaffolding and Sharing
question
Ideas)
Flexibility
Interviews
Typing Practice
Collaboration

Percentage
46%
13%
55%
27%

Not only did students’ responses to the open-ended questions confirm the key
results findings of the questionnaires, but also the responses indicate several reasons why
students liked the wiki environment. Amongst them, collaboration (or sharing ideas and
scaffolding), and typing practice received the highest percentages of students’ answers.
Most of their viewpoints about the wiki affordances were in line with the findings in
previous wiki-based collaborative writing studies (e.g, Chao & Lo, 2011; Ducate et al.,
2011; Zorko, 2009, Alghammas, 2016). The students not only enjoyed working with
wikis, but also thought they are convenient collaboration tools.
Finally, question 3 addressed the exact opposite: “What did you dislike about
writing in small groups using wikis?” (See Table 19). The majority, or 30% said nothing.
The major source of complaint was unequal participation, with 21% of answers, followed
by disagreement (communication) with 18% and finally, technical issues 8%. The 11
participants of the interview answered this same question in order to clarify their beliefs.
Most interviewees disliked collaboration (64%), followed by time management (18%).
The constraints of wikis the students stated mainly lied in the nature of collaboration (as
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in unequal participation), as reported in previous studies (e.g., Lee & Wang, 2013; Li &
Zhu, 2013; Zorko, 2009).
Table 36: Summary of Wiki Features Students Disliked
What did you dislike about writing in small groups using wikis?
Source
Feature
Post-survey open-ended question
Nothing
Unequal Participation
Disagreements
Technical Problems
Interviews
Collaboration
Time Management

Percentage
30%
21%
18%
8%
64%
18%

The interviews shed some more light on students’ responses to the collaboration
aspects of the wiki. Question 13 of the post-survey questionnaire (“What did you think
about working in groups (collaborating)?), shows that most students or 73% did not enjoy
working in groups. Still, if we look back at their pre-survey answers (Table 6), we can
see that most students (80%) had positive previous experiences working in groups.
As mentioned before, unequal participation and collaboration were the main
concern for students in this study. These challenges were reported in previous research;
for instance, Alyousef and Picard (2011) argued that students in their study were
concerned about unequal contribution. For collaboration issues in particular, several
studies (e.g., Ducate et al., 2011; Lin & Yang, 2011; Woo et al., 2011) stated that such
collective work frame was unknown, and therefore feared by students, discouraging them
from using wiki-based writing.
Instructors’ Perceptions
In order to answer Research Question 7: “What are teacher’s perspectives on the
use of the wiki in writing assignments? Why” the researcher interviewed the three
instructors who participated on the data collection procedure. The interviews happened
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during the last 2 weeks of each session, once students had completed all the
questionnaires, the wiki-based activities, and had received feedback on their assignments.
As mentioned before in Chapter 3, even though the instructors were given the
choice to have access to their students’ work at the Pbworks.com webpage, they did not
show any interest in doing so. Before the data collection procedures, the researcher was
made aware that the writing classes did not have any regular computer lab classes
scheduled within their session, even though there are plenty of computer labs available
for students around campus. This was the second point of concern, seeing that students
did not have any regular writing practice on computers at all.
Guzman-Simon et al. (2017) points out that the development of digital literacy
has had a difficult time finding its place in SLA classrooms. According to them,
“language students nowadays often use handwriting (on paper) to perform writing tasks,
with the use of digital resources appearing at the end of the process for the writing stage
of the task” (p. 202). In this case, based on instructor’s answers described below, using a
computer or any kind of technology in their writing classes is not a priority, a fact that
shows how “today’s writing practices have not been transformed in the SLA
environment” (p. 202).
The 3 instructors who participated of the data collection process thought it was
fairly easy to include to their regular class schedule (see Appendix I for all interview
questions), pointing out how the researcher made sure the writing prompts were related to
what they were doing in the classroom. Instructors also mentioned the extra practice of
classroom content being beneficial to students (see Table 27 for details). Their answers
were mostly focused on the wiki content, which matched the activities done in class,
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rather than the actual use of the wiki and collaboration. It seems instructors appreciate
any extra writing practice for students.
When asked if they saw any benefits for students or for the class from conducting
this study, both Sarah and Julie agreed that the wiki collaborative activity was beneficial
for students, pointing out that students need more contact with computers (Table 28).
Mildred, the third instructor, did not think students had learned anything useful from it.
She pointed out several times throughout the interview that she prefers students to
handwrite their assignments in class instead. Based on data presented so far, both
students and teachers value use of the computer for writing practice.
The references made by two participants (Sarah and Julie) to pedagogical
considerations in using digital teaching indicate an attitude that technology use in writing
classes is not only beneficial, but also necessary in preparing students to deal with the
requirements of modern society (Çelik & Aytin, 2014).
The next question addressed how instructors perceived the importance of having
students write their assignments on a computer. Two instructors, Sarah and Mildred,
believed that asking students to type assignments on a computer is not relevant. Even
though Sarah had commented on the benefits of including this activity in her class (Table
28), she contradicts herself; by saying students using computers to write is not important.
Julie, on the other hand, had the complete opposite opinion (Table 30). Again, it is hard
to draw solid conclusions, due to the small number of instructors interviewed.
The instructors expressed overall agreement about the general effectiveness of
digital resources in teaching a second language (Çelik & Aytin, 2014). This attitude,
which echoes the assertions of Dörnyei (2001), Kawaguchi and Di Biase (2009), and
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Kessler and Bikowski (2010) that computerized, interactive writing tools are motivating
for learners, was supported by two of the instructor’s replies to the interview questions as
illustrated above.
Next, the researcher addressed the instructors’ concerns when having students
type their assignments on computers or wikis. Plagiarism is the number one concern
across the board, since all instructors gave the same answer. Ironically, plagiarism was
not an issue at all during the wiki-based collaborative activities (Table 31). All materials
written by students were authentic, as the researcher and a couple of PhD students
verified during the data collection procedure.
Despite the widely accepted benefits of CMC and online technologies in SLA,
educational researchers have pointed out that in many of today’s language classrooms,
learners are frequently exposed only to traditional teaching methods and instructional
materials (e.g., language course books) and have little or no opportunity to engage with
digital learning tools (Chen, Belkada, & Okamoto, 2004; De la Fuente, 2003; Kawaguchi
& Di Biase, 2009; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Levy, 2009). At the same time, Smith &
Shen (2017) believe “integrating digital literacies in the classroom can create impactful
opportunities for students to engage in disciplinary and collaborative inquiry” (p. 85).
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Chapter 6
Conclusion
Summary of the Study
The primary objective of this study was to investigate ESL students’ and
instructors’ attitudes and beliefs towards wiki-based collaborative writing, and in
particular, to examine students’ interactions within the wiki-based platform. The
participants in this study were 64 intermediate-level international students enrolled in an
IEP at an urban U.S. Mid-South university and three of their instructors. By
implementing a mixed-methods approach, data were collected over two subsequent
sessions (Fall 1 and Fall 2, 2018) for eight weeks each. A triangulation design was
adopted to concurrently collect data by means of multiple instruments: questionnaires,
which include closed-ended and open-ended statements, the class wiki webpage (i.e.,
logged archives), and individual interviews. Seven research questions guided this study,
which can be narrowed down to two main areas: wikis and collaboration, and students’
and instructors’ attitudes toward wiki-based collaborative writing.
The key findings of the study indicated that students participated and revised the
class wiki pages quite infrequently. This finding is not in agreement with most studies
related to wiki-based collaboration (Storch 2004; Li 2012, 2013, 2014; Alghammas
2016). The study also showed that, regardless of the writing task, students used three
basic strategies to complete each activity. The first and most popular strategy was what
the researcher intended them to do: editing on the wiki-based platform. Second,
participants wrote the assignment under the Comments section, thus preventing anyone
else from editing content. The third, and least recurrent strategy was typing the
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assignment elsewhere, then copying and pasting it into the wiki page. Although these
findings are limited to the current study and cannot be generalized, they contribute to the
field, because studies that have investigated the occurrence of anomalies on collaborative
writing (e.g., Alyousef & Picard, 2011) do not exist.
Communication is also a recurring problem, since less than half of participants
admitted to any form of communication amongst group members. Still, student
interviews reveal that participants used other methods to interact and communicate
(besides the wiki page), such as face-to-face meetings, texts and calls. Students do not
participate as much as expected and did not seem to interact much within the wiki-based
page, unlike other similar studies on writing and collaboration (Donato, 1994; Storch,
2004; Zhu & Mitchelle, 2012, Li, 2014).
Next, consistently with several recent studies (e.g., Ducate et al., 2011; Elola &
Oskoz, 2010; Kost, 2011; Lee, 2010; Alghammas 2016), students expressed very positive
attitudes toward wiki-based writing, though it was the first time they were exposed to
such collaborative tool. Students hoped to have wikis integrated in all levels of writing
classes, declaring they not only enjoyed working with wikis, but also thought wikis are
convenient collaboration tools.
Teacher’s perceptions on wiki-based collaborative writing and the use of CALL
are somewhat contradictory, and as Alghammas (2016) suggests, there are not any
studies, that explore the instructors’ perceptions. The findings of this study show that
instructors found the activity not only beneficial for students, but also easy to implement.
However, most of them do not make use of computers for their writing classes at all, for
fear of plagiarism, which, in line with an a number of studies on wiki-based collaborative
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writing (Li, 2014, 2013; Li & Zhu, 2013, Ducate et al., 2011; Lee & Wang, 2013, Kessler
et al., 2012;), and this current study, was not an issue.
Pedagogic Implications
The study has significant pedagogical implications on the use of computer (wiki)based collaborative writing in ESL environments. First, and foremost, students
demonstrated great unfamiliarity while working on computers at the computer lab. A
number of them struggled with simple tasks such as logging into computers, or simply
typing their username and password to access their email accounts, showing that they had
underlying computer literacy issues. This issue also presented itself while the groups
were working on their wikis: less than half of them were able to successfully navigate the
webpage. Guzman-Simon et al. (2007) argues that deficient ICT and computer literacy
may generate difficulties in students’ future professional development. Therefore,
practices in the digital competency of ESL students require actions such as:
(1) the assessment of the level of literacy of incoming students, (2) the assessment
of the competence of teachers to introduce literacy elements in their teaching
methodology and (3) the design and implementation of a plan to improve the ICT
and information literacy of students through the curriculum. (Guzman-Simon et
al., 2017, p. 196)
According to this study, in order to successfully implement wikis, or any type of
CMC in the ESL classroom, instructors will need to give students basic training on the
use of computers (such as typing and logging into websites, creating a Word document
file, etc.). Students, in this case, will need to have constant access to computers for
writing classes and make use of them on a regular basis. Once students’ computer literacy
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skills have been properly assessed and updated, instructors can introduce and work on
wikis. Turner & Katic (2009) believe that frequent and regular practice will definitely
increase students’ abilities to use the computer, and therefore, navigate writing websites
such as Pbworks.com.
According to most students, the wiki proved to be a great collaboration tool for
group projects in IEP classes, due to its distinctive and evolving functions and features.
However, the collaborative nature of the technology cannot automatically lead to
participants’ collaborative approach to group writing tasks (Li, 2013, 2014). Multiple
aspects such as the participants’ cultural background, group dynamics, age, and computer
literacy skills interactively mediated students’ participation in computer-based writing
projects (Li, 2014; Guzman-Simon et al., 2017).
This study has a number of pedagogic and instructional implications for anyone
involved in second language writing and CALL, such as second language learners,
second language instructors, and curriculum designers. It demonstrates that wiki-based
writing might could be the perfect writing collaboration tool, as long as more training
sessions are adopted before students actually work on the task (Li, 2014). By integrating
wiki-based writing, students must be trained to consider writing as a recursive skill,
which requires time and effort for many language learners to learn by themselves. What
is more, collaborative writing, as a built-in feature in wikis, “permits second language
learners not only to think collaboratively and scaffold one another, but also to regard
writing as a productive communicative skill that builds harmony between a writer and a
reader” (Storch, 2013, p. 56).
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Integrating wikis in writing classes opens new avenues for writing instructors, that
is, if instructors are willing to consider wiki-based collaborative writing or any type of
CALL an advantage for their ESL classes. History logs can greatly assist writing
instructors to monitor students’ participation throughout the whole process of
composition as every edit is automatically saved by name, time, and date. However, as
the study suggests, well-structured training session for both students and instructors is
essential for wiki small group writing activities (Li, 2013; Li & Zhu, 2013). The wiki is
not familiar to most students and instructors, and training is an indispensable step to
ensure that participants will be able to use and monitor the wiki fully. Although the
researcher in this study conducted an orientation session on the wiki, a number of
students indicated difficulty in using some wiki features.
Finally, a great number of studies (e.g., Ducate et al., 2011; Elola & Oskoz, 2010;
Kost, 2011; Lee, 2010), including this one, state that students express positive
perspectives on wiki-based writing; thus, it is highly recommended for curriculum
designers to reconsider using this collaborative tool (i.e., wikis) to facilitate SLA.
Limitations of the Study
This study has limitations to be taken into consideration when interpreting its
results, and when designing future studies. First, the study was conducted on a small
scale because of enrollment limitations within the IEP—the designated data collection
site. 3 instructors volunteered to take part of the study, along with their 64 students in five
sessions (there were about 12 students per each session). The researcher randomly
assigned students to 25 groups, and students were also randomly rotated for each writing
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task. Therefore, the results are not to be assumed if the settings are different—for
example, with larger groups, or with students choosing their own groups.
Another limitation is the small number of writing activities given to students (one
or two), since each session lasts only eight weeks. It is worth noting that intermediatelevel ESL students belonging to such IEP program are rarely exposed to different writing
genres or given the opportunity to compose long essays throughout the course of a
session. In spite of the fact that this study attempted to examine intragroup interaction
and participation, such analysis was not effective, due to the fact that many of the groups
did not edit their work on the wiki-platform.
Although this is one of very few studies conducted on precollege ESL students in
the United States, the findings cannot be overgeneralized to all ESL levels, or all ESL
schools in the United States, because the study was limited in scope and context—that is,
intermediate-level ESL students at an urban U.S. Mid-South university. Furthermore, it
was beyond the scope of this study to compare collaborative wiki-based writing
individual collaborative writing, or to investigate the effectiveness of wiki-based writing
on students’ writing performance.
Ultimately, the wiki-based collaborative writing activities used in this study were
supplementary to the course requirements. In other words, students did not receive grades
on their participation in the wiki class assignments, because instructors felt that was the
best option for them. The research results might have been different if groups had been
assessed on their contributions, either individually or collaboratively.
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Recommendations for Future Studies
This study closely examined both intermediate-level ESL students’ attitudes and
beliefs on wiki-based collaborative writing, and their small intragroup interaction in wikibased collaborative writing. Whereas the findings showed positive attitudes toward wikis,
students’ participation and interaction were seriously lacking. The study also explores
instructors’ attitudes and beliefs towards the wiki-based collaborative writing activities in
the ESL classroom.
While a great number of studies, including this one, imply that students’ attitudes
toward wiki-based collaborative writing are indeed positive, ESL writing instructors’
attitudes toward the same activities are not so encouraging. Strikingly, writing instructors
involved in this study do not make use of computers for their writing classes. In fact, one
of the instructors was doubtful about the effectiveness of wikis in intermediate-level
writing classes. She stated,“I learned a long time ago that writing has to be done in class.
So for many years now I’ve been doing in class handwriting for all assignments” (Table
27, Chapter 4). According to Katic & Turner (2009), “we cannot underestimate the
impact technology has and will continue to have on the literacy practices of each
forthcoming generation of students” (p. 268). There are new technologies constantly
being developed, and this study is only the beginning of the investigation into how ESL
instructors view wiki-based collaborative writing.
Another important recommendation for future research is to assess students’
computer literacy skills as part of the wiki-based collaborative implementation is ESL
writing classes. It has become pragmatically significant for teachers, teacher educators,
and educational researchers to examine how technology, learning, and teaching intersect.
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Sefton-Green (2006) posits that continued study of technology and ICT will help
educators to understand how students relate to computers and technology. If researchers
work with instructors to create an action plan to address students’ lack of knowledge on
computer use, future studies can enormously benefit ESL students and instructors, by
providing them with a diagnostic and a solution to the computer literacy issues that have
recently arisen in ESL classrooms, according to this study.
Future studies on basic and advanced level ESL students in IEP programs across
America are highly recommended to substantiate the results of the current study.
Research must be conducted on using a mobile version (app) of the wiki-based
collaboration platform. It would be extremely helpful to explore how the participants
work on the wiki through their mobile devices. Finally, there is still a need for studies to
deeply explore instructors’ attitudes and beliefs towards CALL and wiki-based
collaborative writing. By involving teachers in the creation and monitoring of the wiki
platform, and interviewing a greater number of instructors, future research will probably
facilitate the implementation of technological practices within ESL writing classes. Katic
& Turner (2009) argue that in order to prepare our students to function successfully in an
increasingly technological world, instructors must continue to study and encourage the
use of such technologies and literacy practices in the classroom.
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Group I

Appendix G
Unit 3 and 4 – Summary and Response

Mike
Sara

Level 4 – Fall 2018

John

Summary and Response: In Defense of Advertising (p. 91-92)
1. Good job following the instructions: your summary paragraph covers the main
points of the text, and your second paragraph shows a clear opinion in favor of
advertising.
2. Summary paragraph: check the use of the word “exploit.” This word has a
negative connotation and I believe that is not what you wanted to convey here.
3. Opinion paragraph: Great job citing examples from the text. It shows you can
give your own opinion and interact with what you have read.
4. Overall: your writing style is clear and objective.
Observations: It looks like only two members of this group worked on the
assignment.
Final Grade = A
Questions? Come see me during lunch break and we can discuss them.
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Appendix H
Student Interview Questions – Fall 2018
IEI
Name:_________________________________________________________________
Date: _______________________________________
Level: _________________ Teacher: ________________
1) Where are you from?
2) How long have you been in Memphis/the States?
3) Why are you studying English?
4) Do you have a computer? What kind? What do you use it for?
5) Do you ever use the computer labs around campus? Which ones? Why? What do
you use them for?
6) What are some of the things you really use your computer for? Things you cannot
do on your cellphone?
7) Do you have a smart phone? What kind?
8) Do you use it for schoolwork? How so? How about a computer?
9) For the wiki activity, did you do most of the work using your phone or a
computer? Why?
10) What did you think of the activity? Was it hard? Why?
11) What was the most difficult thing? Why? What about the best? Why?
12) Would you like to do it again? Why?
13) What did you think about working in groups (collaborating)? What were the
problems? What about the advantages?
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14) How could I improve this activity next time?

Appendix I
Teacher Interview Questions – Fall 2018
IEI
Name: __________________________________________________
Date: _____________________________
Level: __________________
1) On a scale from 1-5, 1 being really easy and 5 being extremely hard, how did fell
about including this data collection process to your regular class schedule?
1 – Really easy
2 – easy
3 – Okay
4 – Hard
5 – Really Hard
2) Did you see any benefits for students or for the class from conducting this study?
3) Do you think your students own computers?
4) Do you think they are computer literate? Why?
5) How important is it for you to have students write their assignments on a
computer?
6) Do you think it is important for students to have constant access to computer labs?
Why?
7) What are the biggest challenges/concerns when having students type their
assignments on computers?
8) Is technology (computers) an asset for writing classes? How so?
9) Do you think students write better with computers? Why?
10) How could I improve this activity for the next session?
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Appendix K
Informed Consent Form
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Collaborative Writing and Wikis in the ESL Classroom
IRB Study # PRO-FY2017-509
Dear student/instructor,
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people
who choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this
information carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or your
instructor to discuss this consent form with you; please ask him/her to explain any words or
information you do not clearly understand.
You are being invited to participate in this research study titled Collaborative Writing and
Wikis in the ESL Classroom. Your volunteer participation in this research study will enable
you to be among your classmates who will help the researcher to successfully complete his
research on the above-cited topic. The wiki is a required class activity, but your results
cannot be used for the PI's research without your consent.
I am Mirella Silva, a graduate student at the University of Memphis, Department of English,
being guided in this research by Professor Emily Thrush, Department of English at the
University of Memphis. There may be other people on the research team assisting at different
times during the study.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to explore the wiki-based collaborative writing activities for
international pre-college students in an ESL course. This study is expected to highlight how
the wiki technology may open up great possibilities for small group academic writing in the
ESL context.
Study Procedures
As a training session, you will be trained how to write collaboratively on the PBworks site.
You will then work on three course assignments, i.e., different writing genres, jointly with
three or four other group members on the PBworks site. Each task (i.e., assignment) will last
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one to two weeks. If you take part in this research study, you will be asked to complete a 20minute pre-task questionnaire concerning your background information. After finishing the
three assignments, you will be asked to complete a 20-minute post-task questionnaire
regarding the use of wikis for group work and collaborative writing. Your archived wiki
records addressing your group dynamics and individual contribution will also be collected.
Finally, you will be invited to participate in individual interviews based on your willingness.
The interviews, which will last an hour, will be conducted in written English.
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Alternatives
You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this research study.
Benefits
The potential benefits to you are:
You will have an experience in collaborative writing through the CMC technology “Wiki”.
The interactions and discussion with the peers will help you broaden your writing
perspectives and enhance your writing skills/strategies. The use of the Web 2.0 technology
will also expose you to the learning dynamics, which will be beneficial to your future
learning.
Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this
study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those
who take part in this study.
Confidentiality
I must keep your study records as confidential as possible. However, certain people may need
to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must keep them
completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these records are: the
researcher, his advisor, the writing instructor, and research committee members.
More importantly, I may publish what we learn from this study. If I do so, I will not let
anyone know your name. I will not publish anything else that would let people know who
you are.
Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that
there is any pressure to take part in the study, to please the investigator or your instructor.
You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time. Your decision to
participate or not participate will not affect your student status in the ESL course.
Questions and Concerns
For any concerns and queries with regard to this research study, please let me know via
mgsilva@memphis.edu or contact me at 901-612-4372 or if you have questions about your
rights as a research subject, contact Beverly Jacobik, Administrator for the Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects either via e-mail at irb@memphis.edu or
by phone at 901-678-2705 or both. You can also contact Dr. Emily Thrush, the advisor for
this study, via (901) 678-4215 or ethrush@memphis.edu or both.
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Please note that all the data collected for this study will be kept locked under the strict
supervision of the researcher in personal locker(s). Your participation in the class wiki will
also be password-protected and the computer and drive(s) used by the researcher will not be
left unattended.
By signing this form, you acknowledge that you understand the nature of the study, the
potential risks to you (if any) as a participant, and the means by which your identity will be
kept confidential. Your signature on this form also indicates that you are 18 years old or
older, and that you give your permission to voluntarily serve as a participant in the study
described.
Thank you for volunteering and I appreciate your efforts for sparing time for this research
study.
Sincerely,
Mirella Silva
PhD Candidate, Applied Linguistics
The University of Memphis, TN, USA
_________________________________________________
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

______________
Date

_________________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study

______________
Date

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect.
I hereby certify that when this person signs this form, to the best of my knowledge, he or she
understands:
• What the study is about.
• What procedures will be used.
• What the potential benefits might be.
• What the known risks might be.
_________________________________________________
Signature of person obtaining informed consent

______________
Date

_________________________________________________
Printed name of person obtaining informed consent

______________
Date
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Appendix L
Post-Survey Open-ended Responses
Q1) What did you think of small group writing using wikis?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

Very excelente
I think this is very well idea because we are improved the abilities and practice of English
It was good.
That is good, we can improve our writing
It is useful to write paragraph with group members.
It is interested for me
Interesting
I didnäó» agree using wikis.
It was not comfortable. We cannot discuss well.
I think itäó»s not good because only one person writes paragraphs. Other person just checked.
I think small group is the best. Because, we can suggest own opinions and make it better.
I think itäó»s a good way to realize a work because you can have many points of View and
corrections.
It depends whoäó»s the teammate.
Is good to put on the mew knowleges on practis.
Yes. Cooperating with other people is good for me to correct my mistakes
It was great idea
I think it is helpful.
Great
They are great !
It‰Ûªs good chance
I think that it was a good way to practice our writing.
It is a good opportunity to facilitate our work.
Its a good method of work
I think using wikis is a good practice for learning english
I think small Group are fine.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

I think is good.
It‰Ûªs nice
It was so hard. I think I prefer doing myself than group work.
I think that using wikis is not good.
I don‰Ûªt like this ,because we should contact each other.
It was complicated
Almost good.
It's a strange way to make a paragraph together but I think it's like when you do something and
receive comments to do better.
34. It's good for discussion because if I don't have the way to contact to my member, I can't discuss
but if I use this, I can contact with my member easily.
35. I think interesting but one time is ok because some people didn't understand how to use.
36. Its a good idea
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37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

I think is a good source.
Keep simple
I think that‰Ûªs good activity.
Some people do better, but some people doesn‰Ûªt do.
I don‰Ûªt know wiki.
It is a good way to help your team, and your team helps you to highlight your mistakes, and
correct them.
It is good if anyone likes it
make writing easy
I‰Ûªm sorry, I don‰Ûªt know about wiki.
It was little hard to work as small group because we had a lot of time to understand that things.
It‰Ûªs able to share the information.
To do summary
Is helpful to practice writing
It's very good to share the ideas
I like it.
It is unfair depends on person
It is useful to contact with members.
I think it help me to improve my English skills.
It was good to use it because we could collect own information.
Interesting
I don‰Ûªt like.
I think we should talk more to our group before doing it.
It was interesting, but also it was hard because the group have to discuss by using any kind of
tools like SNS.
I thought it was good activity to practice English.
Is very important to share with other specially listening and speaking in English

Q2) What did you like about writing in small groups using wikis?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Very excelente
I like this because I can change the ideas
I liked writing.
You need speak and discuss how write, so is good for learning process
Yes. Because I am able to write whenever I want.
I can share my idea and memberäó»s idea easily
I can find out something new
Nothing.
It was good we don't need to gather same place.
I donäó»t like it
I like talking together.
I like the fact that the others memebers of the group can corretc my work and add news ideas.
Itäó»s ok
Know a little bot to my classmate and share ideas with yhem.
Yes!
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

Working in a group
I like it.
I enjoy it.
We can discuss about the writing with the group.
I like it very much
I liked that it was an opportunity to practice our English. We changed many ideas about it.
That you can share and create a new information without stay together
The opinion of the other people
If I did any mistake my patner could change it
You can have a better organization
I need more time
Improve English and have more idea from members
We can help each other.
very useful.
We can help each other.
We discussed together
Small groups is very convenient.
Receive opinions and especially about mistakes.
It's easy to contact.
We bacame more close.
Its felixable
We can share ideas.
To make writing that create easy words.
The partners can change the idea of all and make the good paragraph.
I knew new words I didn‰Ûªt know
I don‰Ûªt know wiki.
To work with people who don't speak my home language.
I don‰Ûªt like
frexible
I‰Ûªm sorry, I don‰Ûªt know about wiki.
We can connect everywhere and every time.
We could share some information to make nice sentences.
Talking with my group.
We have to discuss and it helps us to practice
Every body will share information and make discussions
I need to write not a lot.
Nothing
I able to add my opinion whenever I want.
We can talk about the theme and can know what do we think and write more deeply.
We don't need to gather one place.
Improving my English skill
I like
I'm not good at writing summary, so it was helpful to me.
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59. I couldn‰Ûªt find advantage point.
60. I liked that I could see other menber‰Ûªs ideas.
61. We can practice together and learning more at the same time.
Q3) What did you dislike about writing in small groups using wikis?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Very excelente
I like this
I think two people is good. Three is too many.
The group need speak more for find a good way to write
No
I canäó»t remove the comments
Sometimes wikis cheat me!
I think if we use wikis, we canäó»t improve our English skill.
I can not tell about my opinion to my group.
Only one person can write
Wiki is using different word.
The only thing that i dislike is that they could are a member of the group who works more and
other who work less or in fact doesn t work at all
Itäó»s hard to work together when the teammate who has very strong personality.
Nothing.
Nothing
I prefer she choose a leader for group.
Nothing.
No I like it
Nothing
No I think it‰Ûªs a good experience
I don‰Ûªt have anything to say about it.
I like wikis. I don't like when someone of the group didn't participate.
Nothing
Every member in group didn't participate equally

25. That not everybody put effort and participante as it supposes to be
26. Little time
27. It‰Ûªs hard to explain with members because some of students don‰Ûªt understand English
mich
28. It's so complicate.
29. I think communicating with member is difficult.
30. We should contact after the class.
31. .
32. I want to meet directly with my member of small group.
33. My free time to do that. I work after classes.
34. I can't know as soon as I get a response.
35. First time we were confused so we repeated wrong many time
36. No thing
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37. I dislike sometimes because some person don‰Ûªt have responsibility to make the homework,
so they wait for the another to make it.
38. Nothing
39. I don‰Ûªt have thing to dislike.
40. A member in my team didn‰Ûªt do by deadline
41. I don‰Ûªt know wiki.
42. Anything
43. I am not focus when working on computer.
44. we have to decide time
45. I‰Ûªm sorry, I don‰Ûªt know about wiki.
46. Sometimes we have to do work together, but It was hard to work together because we can work
each other.
47. It‰Ûªs not useful.
48. Nothing.
49. Nothing
50. Sometimes not all the member understand what they should do
51. I didn‰Ûªt know when other person was done his paragraph.
52. It is unfair because some people don‰Ûªt work
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

58.
59.
60.
61.

I think some people depend on other members.
It is annoying me.
It's not easy for me to understand other member's opinion.
Someone don‰Ûªt do.
It‰Ûªs unfair
how make sentences to differ Individual.
Take time individual differ.
Skill level differ.
Difficult for me.
The people didn‰Ûªt communicate.
Some people didn't do anything this time and previous time. I felt it was unequal so I thought
we had to communicate with our teammates.
I disliked that there was a person who didn‰Ûªt it.
Nothing.

Q4) What suggestions would you like to add to make wiki-based collaborative writing assignments
more effective for ESL students?
1. Very excelente
2.
3.

You would do more activityäó»s because is very good more practice for students
It is already good.

4.
5.

I think this strategy was good for us
Yes. I learned typing and writing skills with my group members.

6.
7.

I want to see bigger letters
Nothing, maybe

8.
9.
10.
11.

I donäó»t think more effective
I think we need more time than that time
First,we write by myself .next, we should compare paragraph and discuss. Finally we can mix
I suggest to use more simple words
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12. Maybe create a wiki who obligate all the members of the group write the same quantitie of
words
13. Itäó»s a good program.
14. Is better the owmer selection for selction the partner.
15. Nothing
16. I think we need to do it more
17. I do not have a suggestion.
18. Just need more practice
19. Nothing
20. Student can use this do homework
21. I think nothing. It‰Ûªs good for me.
22. I could change something. I'd like to permit a chat in every group in order to encourage the
participation between the members
23. More time
24. Every person in group should participate equally
25. A deeply explanation about the use of the webside. A resume of all the important things to
know about wiki
26. N
27. I don‰Ûªt have idea
28. I think collaborating writing is a lot of take time and can't communicate well.
29. Nothing
30. I don‰Ûªt think so.
31. .
32. .
33. Give a paragraph with mistakes and ideas incompleat. The goal is doing a better paragraph
together.
34. Service of notices
35. Everything is good but I think little time wasted about moving to computer lab and we didn't
contact well each other
36. !
37. I don‰Ûªt have any suggestions
38. Nothing
39. I like to talking about the healthy life.
40. I have no idea
41. I don‰Ûªt know.
42. To include more color on its page to take the students attention, it is just my opinion
43. No
44. more people
45. I‰Ûªm sorry, I don‰Ûªt know about wiki.
46. I don‰Ûªt know how to suggest. Sorry.
47. To fix everyone can make nice sentences.
48. In the class time.
49. Nothing
50. Really I don't now for this moment it's good enough
51. No idea
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52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.

It lets students do aggressively
I think it should fix to participate every member.
Nothing
The group needs to gather one time before they submit theirs.
Not anymore
None.
I think we should do more times to be a routine together. I think this will evolve
I'm sorry, I don't know.
I‰Ûªd like to add it for ESL students.
Continue to do this activity.
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